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CHAPTER VIIL 

Of the Platohifm of Philo. 

IT has been feen that amohg the heathen 
Platotiiftsi we have found no uniforrri 
and ferious perfonification of the diving 
nousi or logos^ fo that it could be confidered 
as a diftinSl intelligent perfouy but only ftrong 
figures, and a dark enigmatical defcription 
of the ideas^ or the fuppofed place of ideas 
in the divine mind) conftituting what they 
Vol. Ih B called 
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called the intelligible worlds or the world to 
be perceived by the mind, and not by the 
fenfes ; and which was an exemplar, or 
pattern, to the vifible world. Upon the 
whole, it may be affertcd that the Pla- 
tonifts themfelves proceeded no farther than 
to what nuay be called a ftrongly figurative 
perfonification of the divine intelleft, con- 
fidered as diftindt either from the Divine 
Bting himfelf, or thofe more excellent 
qualities from which he was denominated 
the good I (o that it cannot be faid that, if 
the Platonifts had been ferioufly interrogated 
concerning his real opinion, he would have 
anfwered, that the good, and his nous, or 
logos, were two diftindt intelligent perfons, 
each having ideas, and being capable oF 
reafoning and adting, though their language, 
literally interpreted^ will occafionally bear 
that cohftruftion. 

In Philo, a Jew of Alexandria, who was 
cotemporary with the apoftles, we find 
fbmething more nearly approaching to a 
real perfonification of the logos, a term 
which is much more frequent with him 
than with the RJatonifts themfelves; and 
1 indeed 
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indeed it was obferved, that what they 
called nous^ the barbarians called logos^ 
which is a literal tranflation of the Chaldee 
KIDD. Philo fays fo much concerning ideas^ 
and the intelligible worlds and is withal fo 
eloquent, that it has been juftly obferved, 
" either that Plato philonized, or that Philo 
"platonized*^" but he was far from ad- 
vancing fo far as the platonizing chriftians. 
However, though he did not, like them, 
make a permanent intelligent ferfon of the 
divine logos^ he made an occajional one of 
it, making it the vifible medium of all the 
communications of God to man, that by 
which he both made the world, and alfo 
converfed with the patriarchs of the Old 
Teftament. 

It will be feen that Philo's own ideas 
were far from being clear, or confident, 
but he is much lefs confufed than the pro- 
per heathen Platonifts, and he fometimes 
exhibits a platonifm of a fimple, and lefs 
figurative kind. Thus, after obferving that 

Tmiei, Phot. Bib, fc£k. 105. p. 27§. 

B 2 ^' an 
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« 

an architedt conftruds a building after an 
idea which he has previoufly formed of 
of it in his mind/* he fays, " in like 
manner, we muft judge concerning God, 
who, intending to build a magnificent 
city, firft devifed the plan of it, from 
which he formed the vifible world, ufing 
it as a pattern • As the pre-conceived 
plan of the building in the mind of an 
architedl has no exiftence externally, but 
is ftamped upon the mind of the artift, 
in like manner this world of ideas has no 
place but the divine logos, which dif- 
pofes all things. For what other proper 
place can there be to receive, and contain, 
not only all ideas, but even a fingle idea* 
It is a world creating power, which has 
its fource in the true good* .'' In another 

* T« fsapam^afiaia 3ii ^ 'sstpi ^es SbSrEov, og apot tuv /AcyoAoTro- 
>dy fcliisiv ^uxvor^Big^ mvovias ^polepov T8g tvTng aukii «! wv nwym 
voif/av avrifKrofisvog a.7rai&^i tov aic8>j7ov, ^apahiyfjicSi x/'flV*^^®" 
Exeiva, Koc^aTTEp isv'ii tv rco a^x^^^^^^^ 'sa^o^ialuTra^^&et 'SPoTuf^ 
Xwpaai tjtio; hk Ei^fv, oXX* svea^pa^i^o rn ts Te%y/?a ^'^X^^ tov cuHov 
TfoTrov^ i^o &i ray ihuv HOO'fMg oT^^ov av exoi tovov^ d rov $im Koyov 
Tovsraevla ^looiO^ixuffaSloc. Ettei rig av m rav iuvotyuem aJh toTtoq 
sTE^og^ oq 'ymil ev txavogy a >£y<a vacagy oX^ fjual/ oHpotlcv nv rtva^ 

ffa TO 'spog onkx^iow ayaSov* De MundiOpiiicio, p. 4- 

paffage, 
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paffage alfo, fpeaking of the different fig- 
nifications of place, he fays that ** one of 
"them is the divine logos, the whole of 
"which God himfclf has filled with in*^ 
'^corporeal powers*." In this place the 
logos is evidently nothing more than the 
divine mind itfelf, or the feat of his ideag ; 
and the true good^ in the former paffage, in 
which the creative power is faid to refide, 
is the platonic term for the Supreme Being. 
Like the other Platonifts, Philo does 
not, however, content himfelf with giving 
thefe ideas, or the intelligible world, which 
iscompofed of them, a place in the divine 
mind, or logos^ but he alfo confounds them 
with the logos. ** To fpeak plainly,'^ fays 
he, « the ideal world is no other than the 
" logos of God, who makes the world, nop 
" is an ideal city any 'other than the rea* 
" foning of the architect intending to pro-.. 

^ duce it •f." Agreeable to this ufe of the 

. . 

Pl^affUfiarQtgiwafAE(rifcarrosQ Seo;, De Somniis, p. 574. 

ihhrig ^ey^nasiB yvfmlsfoig xf^^^ ['^^K Cvoi^Offtv, ahv cgf 
iTsp09 uTCoi Toy v&ilov ewcu nofffMV^ 1) dss hoyov n^ noo'/MTroml®^* OvSk 

9ormffV^nlips\/^ia^f^^ De Mundi OpificiQ. p. 5. 

3 3 terin 
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term logos, as fynonymous to the ideal 
worlds he fays, ** The imitation of a per- 
'^ fedlly beautiful pattern, muft be pcrfedlly 
** beautiful j but the logos of God muft 
'* be more excellent than beauty itfelf, as 
''it is in nature, without any additional 
''beauty*." 

So far this writer is tolerably intelligible, 
and fo alfo he is in the following paflage, in 
which he fpeaks of the ideal world as formed 
by a power inherent in the divine mind. 
Speaking of God faying, J4dam will be like 
one of us, he fays, " Though God be one^ 
" he has many powers. By thefe powers 
" the intelligible and incorporeal world isi 
" made, the architype of that which is vi- 
" fible, confifting of invifiblc ideas, as thi^ 
" does of vifible bodies •!•/' 

0eH h >Joyogf kou oujth jux^^^j ottb^ eriv etf t») fvati aa}^^ ccfisivuv^ 

fHTr^TrsroTo^ exsivH. De Mundi Opificio, p. 32. 

• * E«5 wv ^eog afM^^g wspt oujiav £%« iwapMig. Ai om rSLiy 3tf- 
vOfAim Q aacpfialog t^ vo^log eTrayrf xoa-fjLogj ro th ^cuvofAEffn rnie apxj^- 
Tiwrov, i^eaig aoparoig truraBsig, aavrep «7oj a-ftjfwww o^wj, D^ 

Confufione Linguatum, p. 345. 

In 
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In one paiTage he fpeak^ of thefe divine 
powers by which the invifible world is mada 
as two^ but he does not explain himfelf with 
refpeft to that particular number. ** God,'* 
fays he, '* being one, has two fupreme pow- 
**crs. By thefe powers the incorporeal 
" and ideal world is made, the architype of 
" the vifible world, confifting of invifible 
"ideas, as this is vifible to the eyes*.*' 
He likewife fpeaks of the divine logos as 
" flowing from the fountain of wifdom like 
" a river ^f-/' But in the following pafifage 
he makes the logos to be the fame with 
wijiom^ and thereby makes a nearer ap« 
proach to the ideas of the chriftian Fathers. 
Allegorizing the rivers of paradife, he fays 
concerning one of them, that ** it is the 
"river which is produdive of goodnefs. 
" It proceeds from the wifdom of GoA\ 

* E<$ ow dso^ Svo to; eofiSara iuvofASig exsu Aia Tfilw rav 
hofim^ aff»yiaioi i^ wA(K ^ayn mo^ims '^o *"< feutn/iMm n^e 
P^eWw, ihcui aofcSon ffvro&zi; a^wep ^og omuiffn ofdhi. De 
Mundo, p. 1 150* 

t ILakm h cmnp Ofjro mm Tn; c'ofioi vola^ rpmm 9no; 

>0yD^. DeSiH^iuiS}?* 1141* 

B 4 ^ *^ which 



8 PlatmifmofFbilo. ' Book I, 

^^ which is the logos of God ; for according 
^* to this its produ6tive power is made*/^ 

But in another place he makes the logos tol 
be different from this wifdomy which he 
makes to be the mother of the logos j and 
this circumftance may, perhaps, throw fome 
light upon the two divine powers^ by which, 
in the pafTage quoted above, he faid that the 
intelligible world was made. Allegorizing 
Mofes's defcfiption of the high prieft, he 
fays, - This high prieft does not mean a 
f^ man, but the logos of God, free from all 
f* fin, voluntary or involuntary. When 
^* Mofes forbids him to defile himfelf on 
i^ account of his father the nous^ or his mo- 
5* ther xh^fenfes^ I think that he muft have 
f^ parents incorruptible and holyj his fa- 
f^ ther God, who is alfo the father of all, 
•* and his mother wifdom^ by which every 
** thing was produqed+Z' In this figura- 

* Ilola/xog m yevua/\ trivayc&oh^, Avk tfCTropsvilat m m^ ts ^as 
ccfia^* H h Eriv o $c» ^o7o;• xala yap rtilov 'iffeTroiyJIou n ysvexn 
apehi, De Mundi Opificio, p. 52. 

+ AeyofAiv yap rov ap^iepia^ hk ai&payjrov^ a»a hoyov 5ei(tii ssvai^ 
tBceUm »x &^<^i^ fjiovovy oXAa x^ atastriuv o^ucnyiaim aydlpxov • «7f 
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tivc and confufed manner does Philo at 
length come to what may be called an in- 
termediate principle between God and the 
creation. This logos he alfo calls " the 
*' image of God, by which all the world was 
<* made* 

Having got an image of God, he likewife 
makes an image of this- image; but his ex- 
planation of this I do not pretend fully to 
underftand. Having called ^* the invifiblc 
^* and intelligible world the divine logos, 
^f or the logos of God, the image of God, 
^* and the image of that intelligible light 
** which was the image of that divine logos, 
^* which explains its origin, It is," he fays, 
^'that fuper-celeftial ftar, which 18 the 

^taa^ utJ^ev E/f ymaiv, De Profugis, p. 466. 

Thofe who are offended at the allegorical method of in* 
terpreting the fcriptures in Origen, and the other chriiliaa 
Fathers, fhould be informed that it is not peculiar to them, 
nor did it originate with them. Philo is as extravagant as 
W of them in the fcppe that he gave to his imagination 
ta this way. 

^onarchia, p. 8^3. 

a " folirce 
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** fource of the vifible ftars, and which may 
'* be called the univerfal fplendor, from 
** which the fun, moon, and ftars, fixed or 
** wandering, derive their refpedlive fplen- 
'*dors*/' 

But, befide making the logos to be the 
image of God, Philo gives it an occafional 
real perfonification, and makes it to be the 
medium of the divine communications to 
mankind, the fymbol of the divine pre- 
fence, and even to affume the form of an 
angel, or a man, ** Though no perfon," 
he fays, ** is worthy to be called the Son 
'* of God, endeavour to be accompliihed 
*' like his firft begotten logos, the moft 
*^ ancient angel, as being the archangel of 
** many names ; for it is called the tfpxw" 
[the beginning or principle] *' the name of 
** God, and the logos, and the man aqcord- 
'* ing to his image, and the feer of IfraeL 

* Tov ?£ aofcScof x5 vpijw 3kov hsym^ ^ Sw ^oyw, imava >jsyti Sch. 
TLm Tauk; tuiova to vofiov pa>^ oum^ o ^eia >JoyH ysyovsv^ Btum ns 
iiepfiYsveuaavlos tw ysveaiv ccula. Km eriv uTTSfSpo^iog ampy wryn 
Tuv cuff^av as^pav. Hv tuc amo tnumn Ko^sa'siev av rig '^cR/avyeiov^ 
a/fvigo nXto; ^9 n a£>:im >^ oi a>0\ot "Sihocvnleg t£ )y a'n!havtii% apvoHlat 
KoA o<roy wwro) ^waiM^y ra 'ffp^vv^afsTyvi. DeMundi Opificio, 
p. 6, 

upof 
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" For if we arc not worthy to be called the 
*^ fons of God^ let us be fo of his eternal 
" image, the moft holy logos; for this moft 
^* ancient logos is the image of God *." 

Philo fuppofed that it was this divine 
logos that had its place between the che- 
rubims in the Holy of Holies^ but was there 
iavifible. Having defcribed the propitia- 
tory and the cherubims, he fays, ** that thp 
"divine logos is above thefe, having no 
" vifible form, as not falling under the 
** fenfes ; but is the exprefs image of God, 
" the oldeft of all intelligible things, and 
■* there is no medium between it and the 
^* fuprcme power." He then compares it 
to the charioteer, adling by the command 
of the perfon who is carried in the car-f*. 

^f9ffAyo^iv^^etip CTT^iS'di^i Koo'fJL&ta'^Ai kaJa TOP *mfv\oyo¥Of 
ff-m K^yov^ Toy <tyyihov *ifffiaCv\<L\oVf as <tpx*^r>6^^^ «'oAv«- 
vvfAoy VTAp^ovlcLf )^ yetp e^pX^i^^ oyofiA ^ns, 3^ \oyi^, j^ 
^ x«I iUava, AV^paTOff 3^ ofav WfAmK ^^ocAyo^ivdoji* Kai' 
yufU [/.tiTO) iKAVot «3-fe« nrAiS'ii vofJit^i^Ai yiynvAyLiVt eeAX« 

Tei T«^ tt/<^/« BlKOVOf AV% Koy^ TH UpoIaI^, 0SK >«fcp UK»y, 

^oyo^o irpi&Cvjetlof. De Confafionc Linguarum, p.34i* 

to/' i;^fcpA»'« Tisjav Koyof ^&io^, £i< ofA%y \iK tnK^if 
ihcLP, a\^ y-fiJ^iyt 76)9 kaI Ai^^n^iy f/^^sfuj lyf, oM^ «tu7*tf 

UKay 
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Calling God the Father, he calls the 
logos the Son. Having fpoken of the high 
jprieft as fianding before the holy of holies 
with his breaft-plate, which reprefented 
the logos, he fays, it was neceflary that he 
who officiated as prieft to the Father of 
the world fhould have his moft accom-> 
plifhed Son as an advocate *, 

Having reprefented the fupreme Being 
in the character of a fhepherd and a king, 
ordering and conducing all the parts of 
nature, earth, water, fire, plants, animals, 
the heavenly bodies, &c. he defcribes the 
logos as his jirji begotten Son^ fuperintend- 
ing all thefe things, as an officer under 

« 

irav ^vvctfjLfay tov ?<oy'oPy iTO^ov /« 7ov KaKhvIa i^/x«A.2i/6- 
(jLii'ov T» fiviox'^ '^A ^P®^ op3-«K 7» ^dty]^^ wy/op^wWt De Pro- 
fogis, p. 465. 

♦ T«^ ^'7Fl Tcov rgpy^y fai'iKA M^^i ft» r^ieov kaJa rirJetpA^ 
ro/p(,K^, T)f a-vHx^^^o^ ^ J'iotKiivlof Ao^» to ^vfATav, to Aq- 
yic9» etvAynAiov yap ttv Toy n^oiiAzvov rra 7» kqo'i/.h *2yrt;7p/, 

ViK^ittv AyLA^fiiietlaVy J^ yj^iiyiAi A^-^QyaJAlwv AyaQtiv^ Dc 
Vita Mofis, lib. 3. Opera, p 673, 

him, 
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bimi ^nd likewife as the angel that God 
told Mofes he would fend before him*. 

The Platonifts having been ufed to call 
the world the child^ or fon of God, Philo 
calls it, with refpedt to the logos, the 
younger Jon 5 this being the objedt of the 
fenfes, the other being perceived by the 
mind only, and as the older fon, remaining 
with the Father +. 

We likewife find this logos dignified 
With the appellation of god ; but to diftin-- 
guifli him from the fupreme God, he fays, 
that the latter is known by the term God 
with the article prefixed' to it, tjbe God ; 
whereas the logos, like other inferior gods, 

Mt rm aMav a^ifcov rfo'TTA^ 7i av kai ;^d/>€i*f iVA^uovtM^^ 

»i?'»0/^||? KOA ^AffthiVf ^iOf AyU KATA J^lKtlV KOU VOUQV, 

"^f^^Vffaiiirof TOP op-d-ov auth hoy^y ^fuToyovop wiay, o( T«i^ 
vtap^of /itf/gf 6TflW • KOU yAf itfnreu *»■« • /«r» eyu ii^i, 

DcAgricuItora, p. 195. 
i O fisp yof KQffyLoi vT®^ Fe&Tftpof t/iof 'd'^tf^ an taff^viT&» 

»f*7Qy yctp 'tffiO'CvTtpoy TKT» ttJllVA^tTt • wnT©» /* sxsivof. 

On the Immutability of God> Opera, p. 29S. 

is 
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is only called God without the article. 
Speaking of the God who appeared to Abra- 
hanfi, he fays, " The true God is one, but 
*• thofe who are figuratively fo called are 
*• nflany ; wherefore the facred word on this 
*• occafion diftinguifhcs the true God by 
*• the article, I am the God, but he that i» 
** fo called figuratively without the article ; 
*• he that appeared to thee in the place, not 
** of the God, but only of God. For here 
** he gives the name of God to his molt 
** ancient logos, not being folicitous about 
*^ the name, but refpedting the end which 
** he propofed*." 

Philo, notwithftanding his Platonifm, 
was fo much a Jew, that he afcribed pro- 
per creation to God the Father only, and 
the forming of created matter to the logos. 
" God/' fays he, " who made all things, 
** not only made them to appear, but pro- 

* O j«v a>:if^2ia Seoj, tig cnv .oiVbv kcSaxfWti ysvofxtvoi^ "SJ^^mg. 
iict f^' ispog "Nsyog ey toj ^apofli rov fjLsv aT^&sux, ^la ra ap^pa fjLe/Ari' 
Wksv^ ei'jrav. Eyw sifn o ^sog * rov h xalaxfwet x^pig ap^pa, ^offfcuv, 
o-QfO&g croi €v roTra^ s th Ses, oAXx avlo fMvov^ ^es, Koi?\£i is rov ^oy 
iidff wpea^tHalw ovIb vwi ^joyov^ 2; iEiaiioufMVMf mspi tdv Se^iy tcjv ovo* 
IJieSm . «wC Z9 Ts}^ wpoTlB^fAtvog 'mpayfJLcSohoymsi* Dc Somniis, 
P- 599- 

*^ duced 
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«duced what was not before, being not 
"only z former^ hut z, creator^.'* But of 
the logos (according to the likenefs of 
which man was n>ade) he fays, that " he, 
" being produced, imitating his Father, and 
"regarding his patterns, reduced things 
*' into forni +/' 

It might be imagined that the Divine 
Being, by the emiiSon of this logos in fo 
fubftantial a form, would be deprived of 
fomeof his proper power; but to this Philo 
would probably hi^ve replied, that this Je- 
condGad was onlyJike a lamp lighted at the 
original fountain of light, which did not 
diminifli its fubftance or fplendor. For he 
does apply this comparifon (which is fo 
commonly ufed by the early chriliian Fa* 
thers) to the cafe of Mofes, whofe fpirit 
God is faid to take from him, in order 
to imp&rt it to the feventy-two elders. 
" This," he fays, '* is not to be underftood 

^* De Somniis, p. 577* 

t yemiQEi^ fievlot fjuiMfji^vog rtxg to ^eOpoi^ o3«^ wpo^ "srapaSetY- 
M«apxeWa sKsivH jSXc^fijv, sfMffa «3t?. De Confufione Lini 
guarum, p. 329, 

'' as 
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*' as if he fufFered any lofs thereby, but it 
** was like the lighting of one torch by 
** another, which is not diminilhed by that 
** means, though ten thoufand be lighted 
*• by it */* Or he might have fuppofed 
that the lofs fultained by the emiffion of 
the logos was only temporary, becaufe he 
thought that the emiffion of the logos only 
refembled the emiffion of light from the 
fun, which was afterwards drawn into its 
fource again. 

According to Philo, angels are nothing 
more than this divine logos i fo that he 
Could not confider them as having a per- 
manent being • Speaking of Hagar, he fays, 
** She was met by an angel^ which is the 
^' logos of God, advifing her to return to 
«' her miftrefs, and encouraging her •f.'* 

* Azyelai yapj oil ofeTM a^o tk vnvfAoHog ts em ^oi^ jy mtSna^ 
tTTi mg e^ibfAifpcovla iffp£(r€vl£piig . o^^a fan vofAiHiig sTu 7nv afcupso'i^ 
neSa aTTOxoTrm ^ iia^evbv ytve^^cu^ a^^a oia ysvdit av am mifog, 6 
wool fjLupiag ^aSixg eia-^^ f/tsvei fjofiSoitisif V^Sra^ev cv o/AOica. De GK 
gantit)us, p. 287. 

lot, j^ vpr/ncrofjLSvov eTravoiti nng eig rov iisavtoivn; outavy 0; ^ ^ofowm 
fho'iv^ E7niftii(rB xvpiog rti rwxtsmm ^ r»&i ^ f o?9y i^X^U i3e 3i^ 
§uff6;. De Profugts, p. 451; 

And 
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And treating of the migration of Abraham, 
he fays, ** He that follows God muft of 
*^ neceffity make ufe of the attending Idgoi^ 
" which are commonly called angels */' 

Thus it is evident, that Philo made a 
much more fubftantial perfonification of 
the divine logos than any of the proper 
Platonifts had done ; and it is very poffible, 
that by the perufal df his v^ritings, the 
chriftian Fathers, to whom they could 
not be unknown, might be led to their 
ftill more enlarged fyftem of perfonifica- 
tion. As Philo had reprefented the divine 
logos as being the immediate agent in 
all the communications of God to the pa- 
triarchs, they had nothing to do befide 
making this logos to be the fame with 
Chrift, and their fcheme was very nearly 
completed. But Philo" himfelf was far 
from imagining that the logos had any 
more relation to the Mefliah than to any 
other prophet. According to him, it was 
the medium of the divine communica- 

* & sTTOfJLEvoi Sew, Hora ravaynMOV (ruvo^oiTTOpoig %prrai 
tiene Abraham, p.415. 

Vol. II. C ' tions 
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tions with the prophets, but was never 
fappofed to refide with any of them, and 
much lefs to be infeparably attached ta 
them, or to animate them. The logos wa» 
ftili a divine influence^ or efflux^ apprehended 
to be fomething belonging to the Divine 
Being, though occafionally emitted from 
him, and drawn inta him again, when the 
purpofe for which it had been emitted wa» 
anfwered. Where Philo ended the doftrinc 
of perfonification, that of the chriftian Fa- 
thers began • The difFerence was that, 
whereas Philo thought the emiffion of the 
logos to be occaConal, and to aflume va-- 
rious forms, particularly that of angels, the 
chriftian Fathers thought it to be uniform 
and permanent, and interpreted it of Chrift 
only. 

But the firft chriftian s who adopted this 
opinion of the emiffion of a divine logos^ or 
efflnXj went very little farther than Philo, 
faying, as Juftin Martyr explains their opi* 
nion, that this logosy which had been that 
which appeared to Mofes and the patriarchs, 
in the form of a luminous cloud, or glory^ 
which had fometimes afTumed the form of 

^ ^tnan 
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a man, and conftituted what are called an^ 
gels, was likewife in Jcfus Chrift, and en- 
abled him to work miracles^ &c. Since, 
however, according to their opinion, no- 
thing was emitted from God but what he 
could at pleafure, draw into himfelf - again, 
juftas a beam of light was fuppofed to go 
out of the fun, and go back to its fourcjc 
(without indeed being ever feparated from 
it) they who held it were properly pbilofo^ 
piical unitarians*, and this is the opinion 
that is afcribed to Marcellus of Ancyra, 
and other acknowledged unitarians of early 
times. Ajhenagoras held this doftrine with 
refpeft to the Holy Spirit, though he fol* 
lowed Juftin Martyr in fuppofing that, 
after the emiffion of the logos, before the 
creation of the world, it always remained 
a ferfon, diflind from the Father, and con- 
ftituted the Son, or Chrijl. 

With rcfpedt to the Jews, it is evidentr 
that, in general, they did not ufe the term 
l9gos in the Platonic fenfe, but as fynony- 
naous to God, or the mere token, or fym- 
bol, of the divine prefence. The Chaldee 
paraphrafts often ufe the term s<tdd, mimra, 

C 2 which 
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which may be tranflated logos ^ or word^ as 
Gen. i. 27. The word of the Lord created 
man^ inftead of, the. Lord created man-. Gen. 
ix. 12. This is the token of the covenant which 
I make between my word andyou^ inftead £/* 
between me and you. But that, in the ideas 
of thefe writers, the word of a perfon was 
merely fynonymous . to himfef^ is evident 
from their application of the fame phrafeo- 
logy to man. Thus the fame paraphrafer 
fays. Numb. xv. 32. A certain man f aid in his 
wordy I will go forth and gather Jiicks on the 
fahbath-day^ when he could only mean that 
he faid to himfelf or purpofed in his own 
mind. Ecclef. i. 2. Solomon faid in his word. 
Vanity of vanities, &c. 2 Sam. iii. 1*5, 16. 
Phaltiel put a fword between his word and 
Michal, the daughter of Saul, i.e. between 
himfelf and Michal, as is juftly obferved 
by Mr. Lindfey, in the Sequel to his Apo- 
logy, p. 381. 

Phrafeology fimilar to this is ufed in the. 
book called the Wifdom of Solomon ; when 
the author, defcribing the plagues of Egypt, 
fays, chap, xviii. 15. Thine Almighty word 
leaped down from heaven, out of thy royal 

throne^ 
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throne, as a fierce man of war ^ into the midft 
of a land ofdeJiruSiion^ and brought thine un* 
feigned commandment , as a Jharp ftvord, and 
Jianding up, filled all things with death ; and 
it touched the heavens, hut it Jlood upon the 
earth. But that this is only a figurative 
defcription of the power of God, reaching 
from heaven to earth, is evident from the 
language of the whole chapter, w^here thofe 
plagues are afcribed to God, and to no other 
being whatever, chap. xix. 9. For they went 
at large, &c. pralfing thee, Lord, who 
i^adft delivered them. 
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CHAPTER I. 
Of Chrijlian FJatonifm^ 

HAVING fhewn what were the 
boafted principles of the Platonic 
fchool, as held by Plato himfelf, 
by his followers about the time of the 
chriftian aera, and by Philo ; let us now fee 
what ufe was made of them by the philofo«- 
phi;?ing chriftians, many of whom were edu* 
Cfttcd la the Platonic fchool of Alexandria,. 

AbiUrd and confufed as thp fTilem muft 

C 4 ^pear 
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appear to us at this day, it ihould be con- ^ 
jfidered that it was the only philofophy that 
was in vogue at the time of the promulgation 
of chriftianity ; fo that perfons of a liberal 
education could not well be fuppofed to 
adopt any other. In^that age, the chief 
fubjed: of deliberation was the choice of 
a m.after in philofophy; and though thofe 
who then gave ledlures at Alexandria, 
claimed the privilege of feledling what they 
thought proper from the fyftems of all the 
philofophers, and on that account called 
themfelyes EcleSfics, the different doctrines 
were fo difcordant, that it was not much 
of any of them that could be adopted into 
any other. 

Accordingly, we find that, with refpe^ 
to every thing of much confequence, fuch 
as the dodrin^ concerning God, the makpr 
and governor of the vvorld, and the fir/i 
principles of all things, th? philofopher^ 
of Alexandria were, or pretended ^p be, 
wholly Platonifts. Apd it muft b? aj- 
Ipwed that, compared with other fyfterns, 
there were many things exceedingly fper ' 
ffpus in the doftrine of Plato, and.fu^Ji a^ 

, > W0UI4 
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would render it peculiarly captivating to 
religious and pious perfons, who were 
fliocked with the principles of Ariftotle, 
as leading to atheifm, and who revolted at 
the rigour of the ftoics, but were charmed 
with ih^fublimity of Plato, Alfo, the air of 
n^fiery which accompanied his doArinc 
would not, perhaps, upon the whole, leflen 
the favourable impreffion which it was cal- 
culated to make upon the mind. 

The things which moft ftruck the chrif^ 
tians in Platonifm, were the dodrine of 
one God, a being of perfed goodnefs, that 
of his univerfal providence, that of. the 
foul, and its immortality, and that of the 
improvement of the mind confifting in its 
refcmblance to God, and a kind of union 
Wth him. Thefe things pleafed the chrif- 
tians fo much, that they perfuaded them - 
ielves that Plato had aftually borrowed 
them from the writings of Mofes, vs^ith 
which they faid he might have been ac- 
quainted during his refidence in Egypt, 
or in his travels in the Eaft. Juftin Mar- 
tyr, and others of the Fathers, infift much 
PPon this* It was on account of this fup- 

pofed 
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pofed refemblaace between Platonifm and 
the doarine of the fcriptures, that this 
philofophy was thought to be the beft pre* 
paration for the ftudy of chriftianity 5 and 
that it was even imagined that it was given 
to the world by a particular providence, as 
introductory to the chriflian difpenfation* 
*' The Greek philofophy/* fays Clemens 
Alexandrinus, *^ cleanfes the mind and pre- 
** pares it for the reception of faith, on 
'* which truth builds knowledge*.'" Other 
extrafts will be given from this writer 
hereafter, which will more clearly fhew 
what his ideas on this fubjedl were. 

That chriftians were reaHy ftruck with 
the principles of Platonifm above-men-> 
tioned, is not a matter of conje(9:ure only, 
but appears clearly in their writings. M^ 
Felix fays, that " according to Plato's Ti* 
^' maeus, God is the parent of the world, 
^* the author of the foul, and the maker of 
^^ things in heaven and earth. It is nearly,** 
fays he, *' the fame dodrine with oiir 

«5 vapa^oxnv wircwf , fp »i mv yvatriv tTTpitcohfASi n Oh&euz. Strom,* 
lib. 7. Opera, p. 710^ 
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" own*," Tertullian fays that " Plato's 
"philoibphy confiders God as caring for 
"all things, as an arbiter and judge +•" 
Irenaeus fays that " Plato was more religi- 
" oils than the heretics^ in that he acknow- 
" ledged the fame God to be j uft and good, 
"omnipotent, and a judge J/' Clemens 
Mexandrinus commends Plato as having 
made the end of man to be to refemble 
God, whereas the ftoics faid that it was to 
live according to nature §•'* Origen alfo 
commends Plato as having made happinefs 
tocoofift in the greateft likenefs to God 
poffibleji. Juftin Martyr fpeaks of Plattf 
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* Platoni itaque in Timeo Deus eft ipfo fuo nomine 
muQdi parens, artifex animse coeleftium terrenorumque fa- 
tKkator. Eadem fere et ifta quae noftra funt, Sed;. 19, 

t Platonic! quidenij curantem rerum, et arbitrum, et 
judiccm. Ad Natipnes, {z&. 2. Opera, p, 54, 

X Quibus religiofior Plato oftenditur, qui eundem Deum 

^ juftum, et bonum, confeiTus eft, habentem poteflatem 

^*°Muuin, ipfum ^ientem judicium. Lib, 3. cap, 45. .p. 
269. 

% Eylsi/^Cy pi y^ Z76)fK0i, TO T£A^ ty\^ flXOO-QflOtgy TO aiC0>Jii9ui T4 

P^ im^ stfvpiaaj* UxoStiv 3e, ofMioxriv Seo), »; By ra hulepa ^a- 
P^ctlia 11p»/iclku Strom, lib. 5. p. 594. 

i Tnr Je iiidufif0Ha^ mfcu fnatf oimmn deo?, noia ro iw^ov; Phi- 
loc3lia,p. 127. 

as 
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as teaching that the world was made by the 
word of God, out of the things that Mofes 
fpakc of, meaning probably the chaos*, 
and that the foul of man is immortal +. 

The chriftian writers, however, iarc ready* 
enough to acknowledge that they did not 
adopt the principles of Plato indifcrimU 
ijately. Ofigen fays, that " in fome thingst 
^f philofophy agrees with the law of God, 
and in other things is contrary to it ; for 
many of the philofophers fay that there is' 
^ one God, who made all things ; and fome 
** of them have added, that God made and 
*' governs all things by his word:};/' " In. 
^' faying that all things wer^ made and dif- 

flfa&oiJUEv^ ^ VfjLBig mioSxiyw JWoktSe* Apol. l; p. 86. 

Graecos, p. 7. 

J Philofophia enirn neque in omnibus leg;i Dei contra- 
ria eft, neque in omnibus confona. Multi enim philofo-. 
phorum unum effe Deum, qui cunda creaverit, fcribunt. 
In hoc confentiunt legi Dei. Aliquanti etiam hoc addi-^ 
derunt, quod Deus cunfta per verbum fuum et fecerit, ct 
regat, p% vejrbum Vqi fit quo cun^ qiod^rentur. Opent, 

vpl« I* p« 46. 

^*pof(?4 
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"pofed by God/' Juftin Martyr fays, " we 
** agree with Plato, and in rcfpedt to the con- 
"flagration, with the Stoics*." And in a 
later period, when it was perceived that the 
heretics availed themfelves of the principles 
of Plato, fon>e of the orthodox Fathers were 
fenfible of its mifchievous tendency. Thu§ 
Jerom fays, " The vain words of the phi- 
"lofophers, which in the dodlrines of 
" Platp, kill the infants of the church, are 
" turned into divine vengeance and blood to 

** themt/' 

We have the moft diredt evidence of fome 
of the moft diftinguifhed writers among the 
chriftians being charmed with the doftrines 
of Plato, but efpecially Juftin Martyr, who 
fecms to have been the firft who applied the 
pnnciples of that philofophy to the ad- 
vancement of the perfonal dignity of Chrift, 

* T» yap >£y£iy vifjuxg vico Sra isocHa xsxoa-fjLEur^ai xj yeysmr^M^ 
)^1hw( 3b&/A£V ^r/eiy Soyfia* ta) ie iKTCvpwTw yevic^cu ^laiHav* 
Apol. r. p. 31 

t Vana philofophorum verba, quae in dofirinis Plato- 
nicis ecclefiae parvulos interimebant> in ultionem divinam 
illis converfa eft, et in cruorem. In Pt 77, Opera, vol. 
7. p. 97. 

and 
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and to enlarge his fphere of adlion in t 
world. Marks of Juftin's fondnefs for tl 
philofophy appear in many parts of 1 
writings ; and it is not to be wondered \ 
as he had been addifted to it before he car 
to be a chriftian *. He fays ** the noti( 
** of incorporeal things, and the doctrine 
** ideas, charmed me f." What mifchief w 
done to the chriftian fyftem by this dodtri 
of ideas will prefently appear. 

Athenagoras taught the Platonic philof 
phy in public at Alexandria, and almofl j 
the eminent writers among the chriftian 
of that and the following age, are wc 
known either to have been educated ther 
or to have acquired a fondnefs for the ph 
lofophy that was taught both there and 
Athens at the fame time. 

Auftin, fpeaking of the principles k 
Plato, fays, that ** by changing a few won 
** and fentences, the Platonifts would b( 
** come chriftians, as many of thofe of lat< 

* EL«< ya^ aiy7o5 ryw, Toij II\x7«v®- x«'P«v ^^ayyucMu Ap< 
2. p. 127- 

msTiispHiAoi TWf fpovn<riv* Dial* p. 141. 

' ^. ** time 
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** times have done *." He fays that ** he 
^* learned in fonie books of the Platonifts, 
^* tranflated into Latin, though not in fo 
" many words, the dodlrine of the logos, 
•* as contained in the introdudion to the 
** gofpel of John ; that it was with God, 
** and was God, and that the world was 
•* made by it, &c. but not the dodrine of 
*• the incarnation •f ." 

I am ready enough to join with theie 
chriftian writers in their admiration of many 

♦ Et paucis mutatis verbis atque fententiis chriftiani fie- 
rent, ficut plerique recentiorum noftrorumque temporum 
Platonici feccrunt, De Vera Religione, cap. 4. Opera, 
vol. I. p. 704. 

t Procurafti mUii per quendam hominem immaniiEmo 
typho turgidum, quofdam Platonicorum libros ex Graeca 
lingua in Latinam verfos : et ibi leg! : ncn quidem hb 
Terbis, fed hoc idem omnino multis et multiplicibus fua* 
deri rationibus, quod in principio erat verbum, et verbum 
erat apud Deunv, et Deus erat verbum : hoc erat in prin- 
cipio apud Deum, omnia per ipfum fa£ia funt, et fine ipfo 
ia&xxoi eft nihil quod fa£l;um eA : in eo, vita eft, et vita 
erat lux hominum, et lux in tenebris lucet, et tenebrse earn 
non comprehenderunt. Confeff. Opera, vol. i. p. 128. 

Item ibi legt quia Deus verbum non ex came, non ex 

(anguine, non ex voluntate vtri, non ex voluntate camis^ 

fed ex Deo natus eft. Sed quia verbum caro fa^m eft^ 

ct habitavit in nobis non ibi legi. Ibid. 

things 
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things In the philofophy of Plato, compared 
with other fyftems exifting at the fame time, 
and wifli that they could be detached from 
the reft of the fyftem, in whicTi there is fo 
much confufion and abfurdity, as I have 
clearly pointed out. But, unhapj)ily, thefc 
admirers of Plato carried their admiration 
much too far i and as we have feen, in the 
cafe of Juftin and Auftin, were more parti- 
cularly ftruck with that very part of this 
• fyftem, namely, that concerning the doc- 
trine of ideasy and the divine intelled:, nous^ 
or logos f in which the greateft darknefs and 
abfurdity belonging to it is found. The 
feafon was, that this part of the fyftem, 
having been previoufly adopted by Philo, 
furniftied them with a pretence for repre- 
fenting their mafter in a more reputable 
light than that of a mere man^ who bad no 
higher origin than being born in Judea* 
In what manner they availed themfelves of 
the dodtrine of Plato for this purpofe, will 
be feen after 1 have reprefented what they ' 
imagined the principles of Plato, with re- 
fped: to t\\Q logos and other things con- 
nefted with it, to have been. 

I (hall 
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Ifliall begin with obferving, that even 
the chriilian Fathers do not uniformly re- 
prefent the principles of Platonifm as very 
favourable to their dodtrine of the perfoni- 
fication of the logos. For fometimes they 
defcribe thofe principles as admitting of no 
more than one proper mind^ and that be- 
longing to the fupreme being, or the firft 
caufe, the fecond principle being nothing 
more than his ideas. *' Plato's three prin- 
*' ciples," fays Juftin Martyr, '' are God, 
" and matter, and idea ; God the maker of 
'* all things, matter which was prior to all 
*' produftion, and which furnifhed materials 
** for it, and idea the pattern of every thing 
** that was made *." Clemens Alexan- 
driflusalfo fays, that *^ Plato confidered idea 
as the mind of God, the fame that bar- 
barians call the logos of God-f-/' and ob- 






Ts yap IlXatVftjyof rpzig apxoig th 'mavlo^ stvou A6yov7of , ^eov t^ 
^^ *i w®- • $£ov /ttev, Toy nsavlm nsomiw " yXw ok, ttjv v^OKsifAsmf 
^ «jpftD» Tfi)v yevtafji£v(t}V yevscrei, >ej tw 'S^po^auriy aula) rng Srifjuapytag 
•flpfJCwop* ftj©- 3e, to £Kar« twv ysvofjf^vuv 'sjapahiyijux. Ad 
GfffCOS, p. y . 

t H og tJea, siyoYifjLx ts Ssa, orsp oi pofSapoi 2^/cv Eipvpcaa-i ns 
^' Strom, lib. i. p. 553. 

Vol. II. D fcrving 
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ferving that Plato fpeaks of one lawgiv 
and one mafter of mufic, he fays, that 
this he taught that there is but one log 
and one Gocf *. Tertullian fays, that " a 
*' cording to Plato, ideas are invifible fu 
*^ ftances, incorporeal, fupermundane, c 
** vine and eternal, the forms, patterns, a 
*' caufes of vifible things, which are fu 
** jeft to the fenfes'f •'* Origen, if the Pi 
lofophumena be his, exprefTes this fentim< 
flill more plainly ; *' The pattern/' fays ] 
•• is the mind of God, which he alfo c^ 
^^ idea^ by attending to which^ia his mi 
^^ God inade all things +/' He alfo fa 

vofA(H$ eva Tov awsa-ovla rm /xaffikoiv* ^la nsrm iiSoffxav Toy : 
ttvaievaj ^ rov dcov spa. Strom, lib. i. p< 356. 

t Vult enim Plato cffe quafdam fubftantias invifibi 
mcorporales, fupermundiales, divinas, et aeternas ; qua! 
pellat Ideas, id eft formas, exempla, et caufas natural 
iftorum manifeftorum, et fubjacentium corporalibus 
fibus : et illas quidem efle veritates, hxc autem imag 
carum. De Aoima, fe£l. 18. P..276. 

X To h 'srapo^eiyfjM rnv ^lavoiocv ns $S8 eivoU^ >^ iSfo? m 
movii Kovia-fjuxli TS^oaixm sv m ^v^n Bec^ ra vavla eSifif/UapyEi* 1 
Ipfophumena, p;i]o« 

'* Plal 
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'* Plato's three principles are God, matter, 
*'and the pattern*/' 

Thcfe appear to me to have been the ge- 
nuine principles of Platonifm, ftfipped of 
4ll figure \ and thus underftood, no harm 
could have refulted from them/ But this 
plain ftate of things would not content the 
chriftian philofophers ; as , nothing could 
be made of it to favour their great purpofe, 
namely, to make fomething more of Chrift 
than a mere man, whofe exiftence com- 
tocnced w^ith his birth. They foon began 
to dwell more on the perfonification of the 
divine nous or logos (which was originally 
conceived to be nothing more than a ftore- 
houfc of ideas) than the Platonifts them- 
felvcs had ever done ; and they took an 
Evident pleafure in giving this turn to the 
principles of Platonifm. Indeed, Plato's 
ioftrines had always been varioufly inter- 
preted, as Origen has obferved. " How 
"can he'', fays he, " pretend to know 
"every thing of Plato, when his inter- 
."preters differ fo much among them- 

* n^flSfi^v otfYPUi laiau ts trnhg ^ov >^ v^riv >^ nsofo^Biyfia. Ibid. 
p. 108. 

P z ^ felves." 
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*' felves */' Platonifm, therefore, bein 
capable of various conftrudlions, it was ns 
tural for the chriftian Fathers to give 
that drefs which beft fuited their purpofe - 
Juftin Martyr, the firft of the platonizir 
chriftians, did not content himfelf with th. 
plain and juft account of the principl 
of Platonifm, which has been defcrib< 
abovCy though he does not feem-to afcril 
fo much to Plato as others did. He fay. 
that ** Plato learned from Mofes what J 

*' called a third principle, viz. tl 

•' fpirit (which, Mofes faid, moved upc 
** the face of the waters) for he gives t3 
** fecond place to the logos, which was wi' 
*' God, and the third to the fpirit, whii 
*/ is faid to have moved upon the waters -j^ 
There is more of perfonification in t- 
following account of the principles of Pla 
by Tertullian : ** We have faid that Gi 

* H ^apfnr,asi^ c7i 'mafia oiSe ra Ihalmo^ • roo'^m acruv diafu: 
:^ zrcxpa TOi; ^inyH/jLzvoig aula. In Celfum, lib. I. p. II. 

'I" Kai TO EITTBIV avlov rpilcv^ BTTSlSvi^ tog ^pOELTTOfJLSV^ I'jTova ' 

v^cclav avsyvu viro Mwcrfwj Eipn/jLivov t7ri^sp£o-Bai ro ts ^bh 'ssvEVfj 

OEvlepav fiEV yap x^p^v t« fsiapa Se« ^oyca, cv hsx^^^^^^ ^v ra 'zs 

. £f w, SiSaj(r< • TYiv x) rpilrtVj 7a y^Ex^svli ETrKpEpscr^ai ru v^ali mEUfA 

UTTUV, Apol. I. p. 87. 

'' form( 
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** formed the world by his word, reafon, 
*^ and power. According to your philo- 
*^ fophers, alfo, the logos, that is, the Jerf?jo, 

* * and ratio, was the maker of the univerfe. 

* ^ Zeno calls him the perfon that formed 
^* all things. The fame which is called 
^^ fate, and God, and the mind of Jtipiter, 
*' and the necejjity of all things*.'* Origen 
fays, the Brachmans acknowledged the logos 
for a God +• 

Conftantine, commending the dodlrine of 

Plato, fays, that *' belides the principal 

•* God, he made z fecond God, fubfervient 

** to him, being two in number, but both 

** one in perfedlion; the fubftance of the 

'* fecond god being derived from that of 

** the principal one, and being the imme- 

^* diate maker and governor of all things, 

* Jamediximus Deum univerfitatem banc mundi verbo 
^ ntione et virtute molitum. Apud veftros quoque fa- 
Pcntes, AOrON, id eft, fermonem atque rationem conftat 
^tcm videri univerfitatis. Hunc enim Zeno detcrmi- 
^t feflitatorem, qui cunfta in difpofitione formaverit, 
Eundein et fatum vocari, et deum, et aninium Jovis, et 
l^^fiStatem omnium rerum. Apol. fe6t. 21. p. 19. 

+ M*fs-tvflH/7o/5S£©-;^y©-. Philofopbumena, p. 159. 

T«lw & Tov Aoyov, cv 3eov ovof^^acriv. Ibid, p . 164. 

D 3 *' fubjea 
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** fubjcft to the order of the firft, and rc-» 
** ferring the origin of all things to him. 
** The logos himfelf being God, is likewifo 
** the fon of God. For what other appcl- 
** lation befides that oi fon can be given 
** him, without great impiety ? Fpr he 
** who is the father of all is juftly called 
** the father of his own logos. So far 
" Plato thought juftly*.'* 

Thus it fhould feem, that as chriflians 
advanced in their dodlrine of the perfoni- 
fication of the logos, they afcribed it to 
Plato with more confidence than thofe who 
had gone before them. " You fpcak," 
fays Auftin, ** of a Father and his Son, 
** whom you call the divine intelled, or 
«* mind, and the middle principle between 
** thefc, by whom we fuppofe you mean 

f %t»nK £H T8 'srpcIlH ' aJloi yap eriv ^/Aiapyoi )y ^wxjfhtf ruv o^am^ 
3h^ovo7i v7rBf>avc£iSim)i • oh f^l Exmovy raig iftEivs mpora^iv vsny- 
yn^ag, mvculiav mg rm vavlav avjraaeag £ig exeivov av^TTifjustUm 

O h hoyog aviog ^Eog cov, aJlog Tvixave* iy dea 'osoug . www yof en 
tig moiia aula mepOikig 'ora^a rrtv TB^ocrr/o^iaif T8 wcaJb^, ax a»ra 
lutyira s^afxaplavoi ' yof roi Tm 'sravlm 'sra'hip^ ;^ tk i3ik Koyn iiMoiofi 
et» '^cSnp vofM(oSo. Msxfi fABv av viln Ibaluv aofpuv w. Oratio, 
cap. 9. p. 684* 

f the 
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•* the holy fpirit 5 and, after your manncft 
^' yott call them three gods *.'* But it has 
been feea that what the Platonifts generally 
meant by the fon^ or the cbild^ was the vi- 
fible worlds 

However, the later chriftian writers had 
i^omorc doubt about the principles of Plato 
tban about their own, and it is remarkable, 
how very nearly they make them approach to 
each other. Cyril of Alexandria aflerts, that 
*^ Plato fays, it is plain that the firft God is 
** immoveable, but the fecond, on the con-p. 
*'trary, is in motion. The firft is em- 
/* ployed about intelligible things, thefe^ 
^*cond about things intelligible and i^vi^ 
** fible+/' Again he fays, *^ Plato calls 
** the fupreme God the good^ and fays that 

* Praedicas patrem et ejus filium, qucm vocas paternum 
btelledupi feu mentem ; et horum medium, quem puta- 
mus te dicere fpiritum fan<Sum, et more veftro appellas 
tres Deos. De Civitate Dei, lib. lo. cap. 29. Opera, 

^^•' 5- P- 589- 

fvy Vf0d7®- d£0$ erot tT^ti^^ q 3|s hJk^og sfATfoT^v en mk^evo^ . o fjtiv 

Contra Juliai^um, lib. 3. Juliani Opera, vol, %, p. 98. 

P 4 ^^ nous^ 
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** nousy the immediate maker of the world.,^ 
^* fprung from him, the firft God bein^ 
** immoveable. He alfo introduces a third* 
** viz. the foul, by which he fays everjr 
** thing was moved and animated*/' 

Laftly, in his account of the principles 
of Plato, after fpeaking of the good^ he fays, 
*' From him is generated nous (which is 
*' perfected by the contemplation of hini) 
" whom they call a fecond God, and the 
*' maker of the world. Him they make 
** fubordinate, and place in the fecond rank. 
** The third they make the foul of the 
" world, which had nothing from itfelf, 
** but is made more divine by its relation 
** to the nousy and ftronger with refpedl to 
** its quickening power. +.'* He fays that 

* O -yav IlAfl3a)v Sew ^ tov ca/aloSco piai r aya^ cl avis ye fxw 
avcO^afJL-^ai vijv, >^ thIqv mcu roy ^^oaex^yi to) noa-fm iyifjuHpyov oilog 

Kiveiff^oi T£ )^ £\J/vxw^S«x fijcTi. Coiitra Julianum, lib. 4, 
Juliani Opera, vol. 2. p. 147. 

t Tisio ie mou faa-i t ayaBoy . e| avla 7? fiviv yzvEa^cu v&, tu 
*Kfoq aulov ^eco^ia te^eis^cevov, ov 3)j y^ hvlepov ovofxa^ao'i^sov^ j^ Wfo- 
c"E%)i T« ;foo7X8 3r]^ti8f 70V • ty t^ov viroQiQa^nai^ K^ ev ^stJJe^a Tain 
Tn ns^ula KaiaXoyi^ovlai , ^ /xnv ;tl r^imv 7<oyo7roiH(ri th Koa-fjui >^vxw, 
otHoOsv (4^ TO af7ifl)j e;^e<v Kax^^oiy a^afjia^^ ax^asi ys imt m -as-f 05 to? 
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*' Prophyry, explaining the doftrine of 
** Plato, extends the divine eflence to three 
"hypoftafes ; the firft being the Supreme 
"Being, or the good i the fecond the de- 
" miurgus ; and third the foul of the world, 
" extending the divinity even to this prin- 
" ciple */' 

As the chriftians were admirers of Pla- 
tonifm, fo we find that fome of the Pla- 
tonifts were admirers of that part of , the 
chriftian fyftem which was formed after 
the model of Plato ; and that they were 
particularly ftruck with the introduSion 
to the gofpel of John, as interpreted by 
the Platonic chriftians, Bafil, fpeaking 
of the firft verfes of John's gofpel, fays, 
that he knew many heathen philofophers, 
who admired them, and copied them into 

ystW vav Sao7ef av aTrolsT^fASVYiv, ^ 'srpog yz to ^uvoj^m icooTToiBiv 
^^mTs§cxv. Ibid. lib. 8. vol. 2. p. 270. 

W3ra(7£ft)v, rrjy t^ ^eia f^^o^m atruxv 'jivou h rovfisv avJlala Seov 
T«y«$ay • fisT aulov 5e )^ hulE^ov tov ^Yifjua^ov • r^Oov 3s -)^ tw t» 
*^/*» +I/XW • «Xf' 7^ 'i'^X^i'i T>jy ^bMx 'sr^oE}\^£iv. Con. 
Jul. lib. I. Juliani Open^ vol, 2. p. 34. He repeats the 

their 
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their own writings*." Auftin fays that a 
** Platonic philofopher, faid that the intro- 
** dudion to John's gofpcl ought to be 
** written in letters of gold, and hung up 
** in all churches -f.'* Theodoret fays that 
Plutarch, Numenius, and others, after the 
appearance of our Saviour, infertcd in their 
own difcourfes many things from the chrif- 
tian theology:!:. 

Upon the whole, it muft appear that, \xx 
reprefenting the principles of Platonifm, 
the chriftian Fathers leaned too much to 
the objedt which they had in view, and 

r^ttcSci>£iou ToJifjiyia-aila^, Horn. i6. Opera, voU i. p. 432. 

+ Quod initium fanfti evangelii, cui nomen eft fecundum 
Joannem, quidem Platonicus. — Aureis Uteris confcriben- 
dum, ct pec. omncs ecclefias in locis eminentiffiaiis propo- 
nendum effe dicebat. De Civitate Dei, lib. lo- cap. 29. 
Opera, vol. 5. p. 592. 

a^ Toi^ a7^i$ oaoi mg T8?wy ^ufjLfAopiaf . fji£a yog inrnv th HoSlegog 

atmoig avEfjuiav ^oyo . De Graecis AfFeftibus, Pifp* 2. voL 
4* P' 75^* ^^- Lipfias. 

piade 
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made more of the perfbnificatlon of the 
divine nous^ or logos, than the Platonifts 
themfelves had ever done. The latter pro- 
bably meant nothing more than a mere 
figure of fpeech, when they fpake of the 
nous^ or logos, as a perfon ; but in the; hands 
of the chriftian Fathers, it became a fub- 
ftantial fecond God, at firft derived from 
the Supreme Being, dependent upion his 
will, * and fubje<ft to his orders, but after* 
wards in all refpeds equal to himfelf* 



/ 

I 
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CHAPTER II. 

Of the Generation of the Son from the Father, 



SECT 10 N I. 

^be DoHrine of the Plaionizing Fatbits concerning 
. the Generation of the Son, as the fecond P erf on in 
the Trinity^ ftated. 

TX7E have feen what notions the chrif- 

tian Fathers entertained of the JeconJ 

principle, in what has been called the P/a^ 

tonic trinity y viz. the divine nous^ or logos^ 

which properly fignifies the divihc mindy 

reafony or wifdom -, that power by means 

of which God produced the vifible world. 

This they conlidered as a real perfon, a 

fecond God y the fon of the firft God. There 

is much indiftind:nefs and confufion in the 

dodlrine of the Platonifts themfelves on 

this fubjeft ; but all this confufion pre- 

fently vanifhed in the eyes of the chriftian 

Fathers ; who, feeing how excellently that 

hypothefis was calculated to anfwer their 

purpofq 
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urpofe of exalting the perfonal dignity of 
heir mafter, did not hefitate to maintain 
hat this fecond principle, the attribute, and 
he only efFeftive and operative attribute, of 
he Divine Being, vv^as that which adiuated 
efus Chrift, and might be faid to be Chrift. 
To complete this fcheme, it was necef- 
ary that this operative principle in the 
)eity, fliould aflume i^toi^tr fuhjiantial per-* 
malltyy becaufe Jefus Chrift always re- 
aained a proper per/on^ as much as any 
thcf intelligent being, and is always to 
ontinue fo. And they were much aflifted 
1 doing this, by the principles of Philo, 
irhich have been explained above, viz. 
hat the divine logos could aflume occa^ 
hnal perfonality^ to anfwer particular pur- 
)ofes, and then be reforbed into the Divine 
Being again. For the thing itfelf being 
dmitted to be pojjible for a timey there w^s 
10 great difficulty in fuppofing, farther, 
:hat what had been temporary, might be 
>crpetual ; and therefore, that the logos, 
laving been occafionally emitted from the 
iivine mind, and having had a proper 
power, and a proper fphere of aftion to 

itfelf. 
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itfelf, might for ever remain pofleflcd of 
them, and be for ever attached to a real 
man, as it had been fuppofed to have been 
attached to vsrhat had the appearance of a 
man, and even to have eaten and drank like 
a man, in the intercourfe with Abraham 
and the patriarchs. 

But the dodtrine of the occafional emiffioH 
6f this divine principle preceded that of the 
permanent perfonality among chriftians, and 
continued to be held by many perfons, 
iifter the latter came to be the received 
opinion. The firft mention of this idea 
occurs in the writings of Juftin Martyr, 
who is likewifc the firft that can be proved 
to have adopted the dodlrine of the per- 
manent perfonality of the logos. He men- 
tions it as an opinion which he did not 
approve; but it is- remarkable, that he 
mentions it without any particular ccnfure, 
fo that it could not have been confidered as 
an heretical dodtrine. 

The opinion that is defcribed by Juf- 
tin Martyr,, was the fame that was held 
by Marcellus of Ancyra, and other learn- 
ed chriftians, who were -properly enough 

1 ranked 
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ranked among unitarians. For, accord- 
ing to them the logos was nothing more 
than a divine power^ voluntarily emitted 
by the Supreme Being; and though in 
fome fenfe detached from himfelf, was en- 
tirely dependent upon him, and taken into 
himfelf again at pleafure, when the purpofe 
of its emiffion had been anfwered. On this 
fcheme, the logos, it might have been faid, 
would have been a perfon at the creation 
of the world, and again when it was em- 
ployed in the divine intercourfe with the 
patriarchs, in the intervals of which it was 
deprived of its perfonality, and that it re- 
covered it again at the baptifm of Chrift ; 
then, after aflifting him to perform thofe 
things to which human power was unequal, 
was reforbed into the Divine Being again; 
juft as a ray of light was, in thofe days, fqp- 
pofed to be drawn back into the fun, as the 
fountain of light, from which it had been 
emitted. This doftrine, therefore, may be 
called Fbilofopbkal TJnitarianifm^ of whioh 
a farther account will be given hereafter. 
At prefent I only confider it as a ftcp to- 
wards the doftrinc of permanent perfonality^ 

which 
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which probably Gommenced with Juftin 
Martyr, and what might contribute to ren- 
der it more plaufible. 

This dodtrine would certainly appear lefs 
alarming to men of plain underftanding ; 
for it could not be faid that, upon this 
principle, any new beings was introduced. 
For a mere power ^ occafioqally emiitted, and 
then taken back again into its fource, could 
not come under that defcription. Accord- 
ingly, it appears that Marcellus, who held 
that opinion, was confidered as an unitarian, 
and was popular among the lower people, 
who continued to be unitarians 5 whereas 
they took the greateft alarm at the dodtrine 
of the permanent perfonality of the logos, 
confidering it as the introduction of an^ 
other Gody and therefore, as an infringe- 
ment of the firft and greateft command- 
ment. 

It was to avoid this great difficulty that 
the chriftian Fathers held fo obftinately as 
they did to the dodlrine of Chrift being 
nothing more than the logos^ or the proper 
reafon^ wifdom^ or power of the Father, 
though it contributed exceedingly to em- 

barrafs 
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bafrafs thcit fcheme. The Platbnifts had 
no difficulty ^x, all on this accoHiit, as they 
had no meafures to keep with unitarians, 
but rather wifhed to ftand well with thofe 
who held a multiplicity of gods. They, 
therefore, never pretended that their three 
principles were ohe^ or refolvable into one. 
This is obferved by Auftin and others* 
But the chriftian Fathers were not fo much 
at liberty. They were under a neceffity of 
maintaining the unity, of God in fome fenfe of 
other, at all events, that being the funda- 
mental principle of their religion, and a 
principle that was moft ftridtly adhefed to 
by the coiiimon people. . 

On this accouitt we find them particu- 
larly careful, oh all occafions, to affeft that, 
though they corifidered Chrift as God, it 
was not as another God^ diftindt from the 
•Father, but only the logos ^ ov reafon^ of 
iheFathet himjfelf ; and, therefore, ftri<ftly 
fpeaking, one with hirti, as much as the 
teafoh of any ftiaA was the fame thing yfriih. 
the fnan himTelf. On this accouilt, alfd, 
thofe who called themfelves dt-thodox^ wfire 
fo ready to charge the Arians with hblding 
'* Vol. XL E the 
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the doftrine of two Gods ; beCaufe the logos 
of the Arians was a being created out of 
nothing, and had a different origin from 
the God that made him ; whereas their lo- 
gos had always exifted as the reafon of the 
eternal Fat her ^ and therefore they thought 
themfelves well fecured againft any retort 
of the fame accufation from others. 

Being thus obliged to keep clear of the 
doiStrine of two Gods^ they were under a 
jieceflity of maintaining that the logos was 
nothing more than the reafon, or operative 
faculty of the Father ; at the fame time that 
they maintained that it was a diftindt perfon 
j^om him, which is a doftrine fo manifeftly 
abfurd, that at this day it requires the plaineft 
evidence of its having been entertained at 
all. However, the dread of introducing two 
Gods^ and the accufation s of their adver* 
•faries, efpecially of the common people, 
for whom they could not but have great 
refpedt, gave them fuch abundant occaiiou 
to explain their real principles, and fo much 
of their writings on this fubjedl are ftill ex- 
tant, that we cannot mifunderfland their 
meaning. 

It 
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it is not poffible either by the ufe of plain 
words, or of figurative language, to exprefs 
this moft abfurd notion, Viz. that the logos^ 
or theyS/?, which was afterwards a real per^ 
fon^ was originally nothing more than a 
mere attribute of the father ^ more clearly 
than they do. For, according to the moft 
definite language that men can ufe, the lo* 
gos, asexifting in the Father, and prior to the 
creation, was in the opinion of thofe chrif- 
tian Fathers (who, in their own age, and evea 
till long after the council of Nice, were con-f 
fidered as orthodox) the fame thing in him ^ 
as reafon is in m^n, which is certainly no 
proper perfon^ diftinguiftiable from the maa 
himfelf. Will common fenfe permit us to 
fay, that the man is one perfon, or thing, 
and his reafon another, not comprehended 
in the man ? In like manner, it is impofii- 
ble not to infer from the uniform language 
of the early chriftian writers thatj according 
to their ideas, there was originally nothing 
in, or belonging to the Son\ but what wasr 
neceffarily contained in the Father. . . 

Paflages without end may alfo be felefted 
from the moft approved of the Fathers to 

£ z fhew 
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(hew, In the cleared manner, that as the di- 
vinity which they then afcribed to Chrift 
was the very fame principle which had con- 
ftituted the wifdom^ and other operative pow- 
ers^ of God the Father, fo what they called 
the generation of the Son, was the com- 
mencement of a ftate of adtual perfonality 
in the logos; whether in time, as was 
thought by fome, or from all eternity, as 
was held by others ; an opinion which was 
afterwards received as the eftablifhed doc- 
trine on the fubjedt. 

I (hall not produce a tenth part of the 
authorities that might eafily have been fc- 
le(Sled to prove thefc propofitions ; nor one 
half of thofe which I have adually c®lle<acd 
for the purpofe ; but they will be abun- 
dantly fufficient to put an end to all the 
doubts that can have been entertained on 
the fubjedt, efpecially as they will be* cx- 
tradled from writers of the moft unquef- 
tioned orthodoxy, from Juftin Martyr, to 
thofe of a very late period in the chriftian 
hiftory. 
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SECTION II. 

Authorities for this Opinion from Juftin . 

Martyr to Origen. 

p>R O M a careful perufal of the writings 
of Juftin, I cannot help thinking that he 
was the firft, or one of the firft, who ad- 
vanced the dodlrine of the permanent per- 
fonality of the logos. He feems to write 
as if this was the cafe ; and it is alfo certain, 
that he was the oldeft of the authorities for 
the pre-exiftence of Chrift quoted by the 
anonymous author in Eufebius, as will be 
ihewn hereaften Juftin fays, " Jefus Chrift: 
** i^ the only proper fon of God, being his 
** logos, firft born, and powerful *." Had 
he meant any other principle than the very 
logos which was an attribute of the Father, 
he would have faid a logos^ or the logos ^ and 
not his logos. But I quote this paflage not 
as the moft explicit, but as the firft in the 

}/«afYPiy X; vrpdloloM.^^ t^ dwaiM^. ApoK I. p. 35. 

E 3 writings 
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writings of Juftin in which this fentiment 
appears. He likewife fays, *' Mofes in* 
** forms us that the fpirit, and a power 
** which was from God, is no other than 
** the logos who was the firft begotten of 
<« God*.'* Some other charafters which 
Juftin imagined the logos to aflume are 
mentioned in the following paflage. ** The 
** logos of God is alfo called his Son. He 
** is likewife called an angel, and an apoftle, 
** or one fent by another," quoting the 
words of our Saviour, *' He that hearcth 
•* me heareth him that fent me+.'* 

But the following larger extraft froi» 
Juftin fhews moft diftinclly that, in his 
idea, the logos of God bore the fame rela- 
tion to Godj that the logos, or reafpn, of 
man bears to man, and that this principle 
was, in his opinion, the medium of all the 
divine communications fropi God to man 

^SfM^y 1} Tov xoyov^ og »^ 'srpaloloH®' ra ^ea eh, Muvang o trpoiki^* 
/AEV®* 'BTpo^nik^ eiAma-e. Apoj, I . p. 54. 

t O ^07©- h TH $e« sriv viog otJla^ ag 'mpoEpifiev . xj a/yeX©- 3i 
ifaA£i7«t, j^ airoToT^®- ' auiog yap a^a/VeMei oca ht ywa^cti^ j^ ^5ro- 
r&^ai fjLYivvam oa-a aFye»Jlai^ ug iy avl®" Kvpiog vfiav eittev^ ffm 
ftHnavoKm 7is a^ofBt?\a»1®' fJtB, Ibid. p. 93. 

from 
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from the beginning of the world. ** I will 
•* fliew you from the fcriptures, that in the 
** beginning, before all creatures, Godpro- 
** duced from himfelf a rational power, 
which is called by the holy fpirit, the 
glory of God, fometimes 'the Son, fome- 
*^ times wifdom, fometimes an angel,, fomc- 
*^ times God, fometimes Lord, and logos. 
** Sometimes he calls himfelf commander In 
** chief having appeared in the form of a 
** man to Joftiua. He has thefe names 
** from his being fubfervient to his Father's 
** will, and from being produced at his Fa- 
** ther's pleafure, fuch as we experience 
«* in ourfelves. For, on our uttering any 
** word (i, e. logos) we generate a logos^ 
•* not that any thing is cut off from us fo 
•* that we are diminiflied by that means, 
** but as we fee one fire lighted by another, 
** that not being diminifhed from which 
*' it was lighted, but continuing the fame. 
«* In proof of this, I can produce the word 
** of wifdom, (hewing that he is a God pro- 
** duced from the Father of all, being the 
<^ logos, the wifdom, the power, and the 
•* glory of him that generated him ; and 

E 4 ^ ^^ Solomon i 
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** Solomon fays, if I tell you what happens 
*' to day, I will recount things from the 
*^ beginning. The Lord created me the 
** *PX»»" the beginning, *' the way to his 
** works. Before the angels he eftablifhed 
** me, in the beginning, before he made the' 
" earth*/' 

Here is the whole fyftem of Juftin, and 
©f the Fathers before the council of Nice, 
and alfo the chief foundation on which it 

mo;, iffole h (To^ia, mqls h oTyoJB'^ 'mole Sk ^sog^ fmole h kum®-^ 1^ 
^oy®". Hole h apxj^fpcHryov eauJov ^fy£i, ev avSpoiTn t^ppi fcsmlc^ 
TO) TH l^am In^ • exew yctp vavicz 'mpoa-ovoiAoiza^ou &c re ra v^n/tptkn 
T6> 'srcOputoi paT^fjuHif )^eiCTH utto th troSpoi ^sXnjei yeyemx^cfty [cOOs 
« j rouSav omwn y^ tf* lyjuav yivofjisvov opayuey, Aoycv yap riva tSftCa^ 
haSiei^ >jayov yswttfjisv^ h HcSa aTToh^nv ug eXanlciiOnvcu rev sv nfjuv T^on 
tspoScsO^fJtsvoi, £L^ OTToiov e'Zfi 'ffvpog opafA^ a^J^^ yivofjtsvovy hk thai* 
7»/«(cv8 vuiya e| « n oofa^fig yeyoveVy a>Xa ra cxJk /LtevovT®-. Rw ra 
c| ewln ava^kv )^ cu^o ov ^ouvilou^ iSK ehxilti^caf eneivo e| a aifvip§rt • 
ftaphpn^ei is fMi T^y®" rng aofiag^ aJlf>g w ovlog ^eog a^ro m valpig 
Tov o>Aiy yem\6eii, ^ >^ogy ^ cof^at, x) imcfugy J^ i(ia ra '^(svvnffaulqs 
imoLpxm^ x) 3kx ^o'hoyumog ^naavl®' raula^ sav avalysi}^ vfjuv raxaS 
fifASpav ymiASva^ fMVYifAOveuaa ra eI cuojv^ apiOfjLivrau Kupt vSias ptx 
ctpy^, oiov ccJla etg ra spya aula, llpo ra cuojv®' e9s/ju}46)cre p^s. Ey 
apXTi '®po ramv ym laoirvrM. Dial. p. 266. 

N. B. Am* a, line 7. as Thiriby obfervcs, mull be a cp^- . 
ruption, or interpolation. 

was 
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was built. This, however, I (hall not Hop 

to examine, but proceed to ftate the opi-^ 

nions of other chriftian writers who foU 

lowed Juftin. Irenasus exprefTes the fame 

thought more concifely, when he fays, 

«* God is wholly mind, and exiiling Ipgos, 

** what he thinks, that he fpeaks. Hi« 

** thought is the logos, and logos is mnd^ 

*^ and the mind comprehending every thing ' 

^' is the Father himfclf *•" 

. In the following paflage of Theophilus 

we fee more clearly than in the preceding 

of Irenaeus, that the logos was confidered as 

being the fame thing with the proper wif- 

dom of the Father, ^* When he faid, let us 

** make man^ he fpake to nothing but his 

^* own logos, and his own wifdom-f*." If 

the opinion of Theophilus had not been 

certainly known, it might even have been 

queflioned whether, in writing the above 

p^iflage, he really confidered the logos as a 

* Deusautem totus exiftens mens, et totus exiflens logos, 
quod cQgitat, hoc et loquitur; et quod loquitur, hoc et co« 
gitat. Cogitatio enim ejus logos, et logos mens, et omnia 
condudens mens, ipfe eft pater. Lib. 2. cap. 48. p. 176. 

t^^ofid. Lib. 2. p. 114. 

ferfon; j 
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perfoni and indeed it is very pofliblc that, 
without attending to it, he might revert to 
the original meaning of the word logos ^ ex- 
preffing himfelf as an unitarian would have 
done. But the following paflage puts it 
out of all doubt that this writer confidered 
the logos as a real perfon, but originally 
nothing more than an attribute of the Fa- 
ther. Speaking of the voice which Adam 
heard in Paradife, he fays, ** What is it but 
** the logos of God, which is alfo his Son, 
•* but not as the poets and mythologifts 
** think of fons of God produced by copu-* 
** lation, but really confidering the logos as. 
^* being at all times in the heart of Ood; 
*' for before any thing was made he had 
** him for his counfellor, being his owii 
** mind and underftanding. Wherefore 
*' when God chofe to make what he had 
** devifed, he generated his logos, then put 
*' forth the firft begotten of all creation; 
** not depriving himfelf of logos, butgene- 
** rating logos, and always converfing with 
" his own logos*." 

* ^'^jn h rt a»Jo zuv^ oO<K w ^oy®- T8 Sea, o; en xj woj ai&. 
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Athenagoras is not lefs explicit than 
Theophilus. He fays, " If I were afked 
** what the Son of God is, I fhould fay that 
*' he is the firft produdlion of the Father, 
^* not as made^ for God being an eternal 
'* mind, has logos always in himfclf, being 
*' from eternity a rational being, but as 
** going forth, to be the idea^ and energy^ to 
** material things of all kinds, which are 
*^ naturally fubjedl to controul ; the heavy 
*' and the light being mixed together;'* i.e. 
being in a ftate of chaos. Here is the precife 
language of Platonifm, in which idea was 
fynonymous to nous^ which the chriftians 
called logos. He adds, that '' the prophetic 
•* fpirit confirms this, when he faid. The 
** Lord created me the etp^w [the principle] 
** with refped to his works*;" meaning, 

al^>a 0g eCh&ua iinyziiai roy T^ov^ rev ovla. ^tawavlog ev^iaMqv a 
jtapiia Ses • 'sr^o yap n yma-^cu rslgv ux,e crt/fi^sXov eaula vsv, x^ ppo* 
vwty ovla . ovole Sk tiSe^^cv o Seo^ mointrai oca ^a^sva-aio^ mlov rov 
hoyov tytwno^ rarpo^opptov^ nffpaloloxov 'siaffTig jilia-Eugy a xivu^sig aulog n 
Purya^ a»a Xoyov ytm^ag^ ^ ta) 'hoyw auU ^laTTovlog oytX^^uiv* Lib. 2. 
p. 129. 

* O maig t< fiiO^M^ spcj 3i« ppax^oxv • vpcJlov ymnfjia stvai ra 'SFotlpi^ 
HX o)g ytvofisvov (s| apxng yap ^fO(, vug aioiog cav, eix^ oujkg ev saJkt 
%W ?^ov^ ai^iag T^yiwg av) a^^ ug Tm UHmv ^vymaSlw ottoih fuatug 
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that the Son, when produced, was the fource 
from which other things were made. 

In this paiTage, as the writer explains 
what he meant by God having always bad 
the logos in bimfelfy by faying, that he 
was always kv^i^^^ that is, a rational inteU 
ligent beings he certainly meant to intimate, 
that before the generation of the logos, 
it was the very fame principle in God, 
that reafon is in man,, being his proper 
wifdoTHy or intelligence^ one of his attri^* 
butes ; and it was never imagined, that 
there were proper diftinfl: perfons in the 
mind of man, merely hecaufe man is Kvyim^^ 
rational. The very expreffion excludes the 
idea, and muft have been intended to ex- 
clude it. 

Clemens Alexandrinus has been thought 
by feme to favour the Arian principle, of 
the logos being a creature^ made out of nothing i 
but it will appear by the following paf- 
fages, that nothing could be farther from 

^mavla «$ Sfya aJla. Apol. p. 82. 

I his 
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his real ideas ths^n that opinion, though the 
language in which he fometimes exprefies 
the generation of the Son from the Father 
may be capable of that conftrudtion. Speak* 
ing of the logos, he fays, ** He is the wif- 
dom in which the Almighty delighted : 
for the Son is the power of God, as he is 
the moft ancient logos of the Father, be- 
fore all things that were m^e, and his 
wifdom, and efpecially the chofen teacher 
of thofe who were made by him *." — ' 
God cannot be fhewn, nor can he teach ; 
but the Son is wifdom, and knowledge, 
and truth, and every thing of this kind-j*." 
Of all the chriilian writers of antiquity, 
none exceeded Tertullian in the confidence 
which he had in his own principles. He 
feems to have imagined that there was no 

* AyvoM yap sx oatliiai th Ses, m trpo Mi3a£€k% Moajjoi cuij£i9^ 
yw/oyuaa ts mating . aulr\ ya^ nf <ro^ n vptxr^xfl^ ^ vaihi^aE^ 
Sso( . ivvafjug yap m^Gi o wog^ dk Vfo maSv9 rw yaO/tBfW apxpuar 
lah^ T^ayog rtr iraifog . iy tro^ta aula * tafutg aw ^ itianO^ ^t^X^an 
TMV 2i oJIh mTMff^tfluv. Scrom. lib. 7. p. 703. 

ff</pia TIE eri x) c^if^^fui, cikf^ua^ x^ ura o;^^ tsIv wyTGm* Ibid. 

lib.4.p. 537. ,.^ , 

difficulty 
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difficulty whatever in comprehending them; 
* and therefore he did not fear to enter into 
all the miiiutis of them, in order to anfwer 
every poflible objedlion, or cavil. By thia 
means we are in full pofleffion of his 
thoughts, as much as if we could now in- 
terrogate him on the fubjeft ; and as his 
orthodoxy with refpedt to the dodtrine of 
the trinity was never queftionedin his own 
age, we fee very clearly what that orthodoxy 
was. Among a number of paflagcs that 
I might have feledted from him for my pre- 
fent purpofe, the following, I imagine, will 
be quite fufficient. 

" Before all things, God was alone. He 
•* was a world and place, and all things to 
** himfelf. He was alone, becaufe there 
«* was nothing foreign to himfelf. But 
** then he was not abfolutely alone, for he 
** had with him, and in him, his own rea^ 
^^ Jon% for God is a rational being. This 
"•the Greeks called /(?^d?j, which word wc 
** tranflatey^r;we? [fpeech] and therefore, we, 
** through fimplicity, are accuftomed to 
** fay that fermo was from the beginninjg 

*^ with 
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** with God, when wc ought to have pre- 
** fcrred the word ratio freafon] becaufe 
** God was from the beginning rationalis 
*' (a being endued with . rcafon] not ferr 
monalis [endued with fpeech] and becaufe^ 
fpcech, confiding with reafon, has it as 
** its fubftance. This, however, makes no 
" difference. For though God had not 
^* yet emitteci his word, he had it with- 
^* in himfelf, together with his reafon, 
** and in his reafon, filcntly thinking and 
" contriving within himfelf what he was 
** about to pronounce by his fpeech. For 
" thinking, apd difpofing with his reafon; 
** he made thzt Jpeech, which he treated with 
*^ fpeech. That ypu may the more eafily 
** underftand this from yourfelf, confider, 
^^ as you are made in the image and after 
^^ the likenefs of God, the reafon which 
** you have in yourfelf, who are a rational 
** creature, not only made by a rational ar- 
'* ti£cer, but animated by his fubftance. 
•* Confider that when you filently mufe 
♦* with yourfelf, reafon is acting within 
'* you, that principle concurring with 

*' fpeech 
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♦* fpecch to every thought and fcnfation. 
** Whatever you think is fermo [fpeech] 
*' and whatever you perceive is ratio [reafon] 
^* — — . How much more doth this take 
•* place in the mind of God, of whom you 
•' are the image and likenefs, that he has 
•* in himfelf when he is filent, reajon^ ind 
f in reafon Jpeech. I may, therefore, ven- 
^« ture to affert, that God, before the coil- 
*• ftitution of the univerfe, was not alone ; 
f* as he had then reafon within himfelf, 
•* and in reafon fpeech, which he could 
** make a fecond principle from himielf, 
•* by acting within himfelf*/' 

* Ante omnia enim Deus erat folus, ipfe fibi et mun- 

dus, et locus, et omnia. Solus autem, quia nihil aliud ex- 

trinfecus praetcr ilium. Cetcrum, nc tunc quidem folus; 

habebat enim fecum, quam habebat i» femetipfo ; I'a- 

tioiie^ fuam fciiicet. Rationalis etiam Deus, et ratio lA 

ipfo prius ; et ita ab ipfo omnia. Quae ratio, fenfus ipftitg 

eft. '.Hanc Graeci ?w>yov dicunt, quo vocabulo etiam fcr- 

monem appellamus ' Ideoque jam in ufu eft noftrorum, 

per fimplicitatem interpretationis, fermonem dicere in pri- 

mordio, apud Deum fuifle ; cum magis rationem com- 

petat antiquiorem haberi ^ quia non fermonalis a principicT, 

fed rationalis Deus etiam ante principium ; -et quia ipfe 

quoque fermo rationc confiftens, priorem earn, utfubfbn- 

tiam 
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This p^flage needs no comment. At 
leaft what I have obferved with refpeft to the 
quotation from Athenagoras will be quite 
fufficient for it, the ht^iK^ of the Greek 
writer being the fame thing with the ra^ 
tlonalis. joi the Latin author* I ihall only 

tiam fuam oftendat. Tamen et fic nihil intereft* Nam 
etfi Deus nondum fermonem fuum miferat, proinde eum 
cum ipfa et in ipfa ratione intra femetipfum habebat, tacite 
cogitandoet difponendo fecum,tjuaB per fermonem mox 
crat diSuruSk Cum railone enim fua cogitans atque dif- 
ponens, fermonem eam efficiebat, quam fetmone tra£bbat. 
Idque quo facilius inteUigas ex te ipfo, ante recognofce ut 
ex imagine et fimilitudine D^i, quam habeas et tu in temet 
ipfo rationem, qui es animal rationale, a rationali fcilicet 
artifice non tantum fadus, fed ctiam ex fubftantia ipfius 
ahimatus. Vicle quum tacitus tecum ipfe congrederis, 
ralione hoc ipfum agi intra te, occurrente ea tibi cum fer- 
mone ad omnem cogitatus tui motum, et ad omnem fenfus 
tui pulfum. Quodcumque cogitaveris, fernK> eft \ quod- . 
cudfique fenferis, ratio eft. — Quanto ergo plenius hQC 
s^ur in Deo, cujus tu quoque imago et fimilitudo cen- 
feris, quod habeat in fe etiam tacendo rationem, et iii ra- 
tione fermonem ? PoiTura itaque non temere prseftruxifie, 
et tunc Deum ante univerfitatis conftitutionem folum npn 
ftiifie, habentem in femetipfo proinde rationem^ et in m^ 
tione fermonem, quern fecundum a fe faceret, agitand(^ 
intra fe. Ad Praxeatn, fed. 5. Opera> p. 503. 

Vol. IL F give 
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give two other extracts from this writer, 
which clearly fhew what, in his idea, was 
the true origin of what is called th6 fecond 
principle in the trinity. •* Ch rift,*' he fays, 
" is the power of God, and the fpirit of 
*^ God/ the fpeech, the wifdom, the reafon, 
" and the Son of God*/' 

That, in the opinion of Tertullian, it was 
Chrift who was the immediate maker of 
.the world, cannot be queftioned, and yet ini^ 
the following paiTage the power by which, 
it was made, is defcribed as the proper in- 
herent power of God the Father, " You 
*^ fee how by the operation of God all 
^' things confift, ifi the power of making 
** the earth, the wifdom of preparing the 
** world, and the underftanding of extend-^ 
*' ing the heavens ; not appearing only, nor 
** approaching, but exerting fuch force of 
** his mind, wifdom, power, underftanding>. 
" word, fpirit, powerf/' 

* Ut Dei virtus, et Dei fpiritus, et fermo, et fapienda, 
et ratioj et Dei filius. Apol.fefl:. 23. Opera, p. 23^ 

-f Vides ergo quemadmodum operatione Dei univerfa 
confiftunt, valenda facientis . terrain, intelligentia parantis 

orlwin^ 
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Cyprian, wlio ufually called Tertullian 
his mafter, follows him in expreffing ex- 
aftly the fame ideas. *^ Chrift,** he lays, 
** is the power of God, his reafon, his 
** wifdom, and glory. He, defcending intd 
" the virgin's womb, put on flefh by the 
" aid of the Holy Spirit. He is God 
** mixed with man. He is our God, and 
** Chrift, who being the mediator of the 
** two, put on man to bring him to ih6 
*' Father*.'* 

orbem, et fenfu extendentis coelum : noh adparentis fo- 
lummodo, nee adpropinquantis, fed adhibentis tantos ani- 
mi fui nifus, fophiam, valentiam, fenfarti, fermonem, fpi- 
rituoi, virtutem. Ad Hermogenem, feft.45* Opera, p;. 

«49- 

* Hujus igitur indulgentie, gratis difciplinseque arbiter 
et magifter, fermo et fiiius Dei mittitur, qui per prophetas 
omnes retro, iiliminator et do£tor humani generis prsedi- 
cabatur. Hie eft virtus Dei, hie ratio, hie fapientia ejus, 
et gloria. Hie in virginem illabitur; earnem,- fpiritu 
lanAo co-operante, induitur; Deus eum homine mifeetur. 
Hie Deus nofter, hie Chriflus eft, qui mediator duorum, 
hominem induit, quern perdueat ad pattern. De Idolomm 
Vamitotc, Opera, p. 15; 
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SECTION III- 

Authorities from Origen^ and other JVriten 
fubfequent to him ; with an Account of other 
Attributes of the Father^ hejides that of 
Wifdomf which Chriji is f aid to have been. 

/^ RIG EN, as well as Clemens Alexan'-* 
drinus, has been thought to favouf' 
the Arian principle; but he did it only 
in words, and not in ideas, as will be evi-^ 
dent from the followrng paflages; and 
many more to the fame purpofe might 
have been extraded from his writings,- 
" Though we fpeak,** he fays, *' of zfecond 
♦* God^ we mean nothing more than a vir- 
** tue comprehending all virtues, afid a 
** rcafon comprehending all reafon, for the 
** good of the whole, which we fay is 
" united to the foul of Jefus ^ which we 
^^ fay was alone capable of partaking of 
" this pcrfed: reafon, perfeft wlfdom, aftd^ 
*^ perfect virtue**" " God, according to 
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*' us, can do nothing without his logos, 
'' or without himfelf*;' '^ All that are 
" God's are in Chrift* He is the power of 
" God, he is the righteoufnefs of God> he 
*' is fanftification, he is redemption, he is 
" the mind of Godf-/'' *' He is efjL^ux®r 
'* <ropta +." [living wifdoni] An expreffion 
fimilar to this is ufed in the creed afcribed 
to Gregory Thaumaturgus, who was a dif«i 
ciple of Origen. The creed, however, by 
the credulous fuperftition of the age, was 
faid to come from the apoftle John. There 
^e Son of God is called o-o^iet v^srctfo-K^ fub-^ 
nantial wifc}om{|. 

mitn 'vavlo^ ^maw Xoys rm tcoda fuaty «^ nfffcmySiJtsvag yeyem/isvav 

foSa^Motoawtis. Ad Celfum, lib. 5. p. 258. 

* Ax?\aj 3^ ffoSt' niAog^ si^ev tore 'sragalKoyWj hIs ma^ boJIov^ 
ifloffaa^cu sriv Sfoj. Ibid. p. 247. 

m 

tfTo^w?fftw^jf, «/7oj fgomri^ $p Sw, In Jcjr. Hoip. 8* Com- 
ment, vol. I. p. 96. 

. I In Johan. Comment, vol* 2. p« 19* 
I Gr» TTbaum. Opera, p. ii« 
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Eufebius the hiftorian is another of the an? 
cients who has been thought to favour arian- 
ifm, and yet 1 would engage to produce more 
than a hundred paflages from his writings^ 
as well as from thofe of Origen, in which 
he clearly expreffes his opinion of the logos 
having been the proper reafonj or wifdom^ of 
God the Father* I fhall content myfelf 
only with quoting two palTages from his trea- 
tife on the praifes of Conftantine, and an- 
other from his Commentary on the Pfalms. 
/f Chrift is the living logos*/* ^^ Chrift is 
*^ the living and powerful logos of the God 
*^ who. is over all, having a perfonal fub- 
** fiftencei as the power and the \Yifdom qf 
** God-f-/* In his Cpmmentary. on the 
Pfalms he fays,,*^ the Son is the partaker of 
^* the Deity and kingdom of the Father, as 
f^ being the only begotten Son, and logosjj 
^' and wifdom of God J/* He alfo approves 
pf Conftantinp's faying fhat " before he was 

' t Ov 3ii fa)v7a ?^yov, jcJ vc^y, j^ o-o^iotv. P. 722. 

vfira^y o(^ 9es ^yvoifu; x^ Sss co^ux. Ibid. p. ^50. 

% Ettei Se tuj T8 iitcilpog Beohfjlo^ koivwoi wrapxsi MO^, m; ctm^ 
iisloxo^ fi)V PcxaiHiaSi ale fumyttfn^ vlog m t^^ta ^070;, ;^ des o'o^me^ 

Collefilip Patrum per Montfauwn^ vol. I. p. 534- 
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'' adually generated he was virtually in the 
'* Father ungenerated*.'" 

Athanafius, whofe orthodoxy will hardly 
be called in queftion, held exactly the fame 
language with Athenagoras and Tertullian; 
and yet he does not exprefs the opinion of 
the logos having been the proper reafon of 
the Father more definitely thjin Clemens 
Alexandrinus, Origen, or Eufebius. 

'' The Father of Chrift," he fays, ^' as 
'* the bqft governor, by his own wifdom, 
^' and his own logos, our Lord Jefus Chrift, 
** governs every where happily, and orders 
'* as he thinks proper •!•." He fays of 
Chrift, that '* he is the proper wifdom, the 
^* proper logos, and the proper povyer of the 
'* Father +/' 

Again, fpeaking of the logos of God, he 
fays, ^* it is not like the logos of a rational 
** creature, pompofed of fyllables, and ut-.. 

Iflf. Theodorlti Hift. lib. i. cap 12. p. 40. 

3J TO tSuD ^oyft), T« fwpm rifjm Inai X^«r«, t« tJoHax^ HV^epva (rcalyipins 
^ iiaMO(rfji£i^ )^ miei a$ caf ae^^ Kahu$ E^ny iapi; Contra Gentes, 
Opera, vol. i . p. 44. 

F 4 ^' ter?4 
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V tered in air, but the living and efficacious 
" God, of the good God of all, I mean rea- 
** fon . itfejf, which is different from all 
** things which are made {y^mflt^v) and from 
*' the whole creation. It is the peculiar 
y and only logos pf the good Father^ which 
'* arranged the whole fyftem, and illunai- 
" nates it by his providence*/' 
, The fame language continued to be. held 
by the moA diftirjguifhed champions of or- 
thodoxy after the time 6f Athanafius . Gre* 
gory Nyffen fays, ^* The Father doea no- 
^^ thing without the Son, nor the Son with- 
** out the Father, of which we have an ex- 
^ ample in ourfelves, for the foul does 
*^ nothing without reafon, nor reafoji with- 
^* out the foul f." 

* OyJg Oiov Ex^i TO >JDyiHJCv ysvo^ ^oyov, rov en <rv»^^m cuyttei/jLS* 
VQV^ ;^.£V oBpi ayifjiaivofAevof^ a^^a rov th ayc^ x) ^b8 tojv oXm (mloL 
Hou ivepyn Sfov, aJlo?\oyov \eya^ og a>?iO; f^ev eri Twy y£w»j?«v hcu israaiji 
TTig hIiceu^ . ihog h xai fAOVog m aya^a *srcilpog imapxu Xoyog^ og tc& 
TO way ^isHoa-fjLYKre xai ^cSliisi re tjj eaula 'sipovota: Contra Gentes, 
Opera, vol. I. p. 44. 

+ Ouh yap vtog 3ix^ "vd^tfg, a^* eotuk na^* saylov, 'sroisi ti, oi/Js 
o> isio^lnp ^a-Jlcog x;«^ij ts vih jcJ t« TsnfEVfjLalog — Kai o^J.« /juav j^ oixoioev 
tYiv mpysiai ev y]fMV. Oule ya^ n ^uxn ft^a Aoys EmleT^ t/, ale ho- 
yog Ji%a A^vxrigy 37£ lAnv vng 'kto^v Ka& eaulgv^ x^p^i Tng ^vX!^g x) t« 

Aoys KciiE^ya^zlai ti. In Gen. i. 26. Opera, vol. 1. p. 865- 
. . 2 *af 
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"If the Son, as the fcripture fays, be 

«' the power of God, wifdom, and truth, 

<* and light, and fanftification, and peace, 

" and life, and the like, according to the 

*^ dodrine of the heretics" (meaning the 

Arians) ** thefe things were not before the 

" Son 5 and thefe having no exiftence, the 

" Father himfelf muft have been diverted 

« of all thefe advantages */' With the 

fame idea, Ambrofe fays, ** Could the Fa- 

" ther ever be without life, without wif. 

•* dom, without power, without reafon, 

" which Chrift isf .'* " He is, therefore,'* 

he fays, *^ called the wifdom of God, as the 

•* Father can never be thought to be with 4 

" out wifdom, that is, without his Son* 

" This is that ineffable wifdom, which is 

** defcribed by Solomon as the beginning of 

^^ the ways of God^ whether it be foundecl, 

^ 0^810, x} ^6)^, JO ayiaa-fAog^ xj «pjv»j, )^ ^m, h.} ra rotaula • fcrpo 
T8 Tov viov znai^ ua^a; rois aipiliKoi; SbxEi, aoe rouJia rv iBxv\(t>q . Tjnr&^y 
vt im oHaaf% Ksyov 'SJavlui tojv roiiiloiv aycxBcov tov 'sraJoaov Eyvor,(Tiio'i 
«BX5rw. Contra Eunomium, Opera, vol. 2. p. 4. 

+ Num quidnam potuit effc tempus quando pater fine 
vita, fine ftpichtia, fine virtute, fine verbo, quod Chriflus 
tft|fuerk? In Symbol. Opera, voU 4. p. 88, 

*' or 
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V or generated, or created i which, how« 
** ever, is fo founded, as that it is always 
♦'with God*." 

This continued to be the language of the 
orthodox divines till a very late period. 
Pamafcenus fay^, ♦' God has no other lo-. 
** gos, wifdom, power, or will, but the 
«' Son+/' Theophylaa alfo fays, '' God 
f* could not be without reafon, wifdom, or 
f * power i wherefore we believe, that fince 
^^ the Son is the reafon, the wifdom, and 
<* the power of the Father, he is always 
^* i^v^oi) with God, inltead pf trw, or /*€?« J.'^ 

If thefe paiTages do not give my readers 
perfe^ fatisfaftion with refped^; to the real 

* Et ideo fapientia Dei appellatur, ut nunquam pater fine 
fapiontia, hoc eft fine filio fuo fuifle credatur. Haec eft ilia 
fapientia inelFabilis, quae initlum viarum Dei apud Salomo- 
pern, vel condita, vel genita, yel creata defcribitur, quam 
tamen Cc conditam dicit, ut fcmper earn cum Deo fuille 
ponftat. De Filii Divinitate, Opera, vol. 4. p. 278. 

i Yiai yotp ^naiv Aafjux(XHy]vo; ev tol; ^eo>^iHOii aults KifaSt^cuoig, 
Iva/vi '^oMaXfyw, au. e^l rcii 'mai^i 7<oyog^ cofiay ^uvofjug, ^fXncjf,.*! 
lAijowo^ Manuel Caleca, in Combefis, vol. 2. p, 222. 

J OuH t^sxfloi yap roy Ssov otXoyov n gnuofov sivai 'zrole, n cxSuvalw • 

p WQf,apf )1V 'sr/>of Seen/, avli ts, cwf tw "srdipiyf^ (4^ct m 'sroOpo^. In 
Jo}][n, OperavYol^i. p. 556, 
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origin of the logos of thc^orthodox Fathers, 
and convince them, that by the logos they 
underftood a proper attribute of the Father^ 
and that this attribute became the perfon of 
the Son, and was afterwards united to Jefus 
Chrift, moft abfurd as the notion certainly 
is, I fhall defpair of being able to prove 
any thing. 

Origen was fo fully perfuaded of the 
logos that was in Chrift being the true 
logos, or pow?r of the Father, that he re- 
prefents it as . omnipotent, and not confined 
to the perfon of Chrift. ** The Evange- 
. ^* ^ifts,'- fays he, *' do not reprefent the 
'* logos as circumfcribed within the body 
*' and foul of Jefus, as is evident from many 
f* confiderations. Thus, John the Baptift, 
" prophecying tha^ the Son of God would 
** foon make bis appearance, fays, not that 
•'he would be in that body, and in that 
^* foul, but every where ; for, he fays, he 
'* ftandeth in the midft of you^ whom yoij 
f* know no^ *.'^ 



« 

76 Generation of the Son . Book II; 

He even confiders this logos $s imparted 
to other men in certain degrees, as if all 
rtafon was a portion of the fame eternal 
logos. Defcanting on John, chap, i, 9. 
be enltghtenetb every man that conteth into the 
^Qxldy he fays, *^ Whoever is endued with 
^^ reafon {^oyu^^ partakes of the true light « • 
^* But every man is endued with reafon 5 
^< all men, therefore, have the iQgos. In 
M fpnoe the power of the logos is great, but 
M in fome it is little. If you fee a foul 
V given to paiTion, and fmfu|, you fee the 
f * power of the logos failing ; but if you 
^* fee a foul holy and righteous, you fee the 
** power of the logos bringing forth fruit 
^^ daily*." This very much refemblcs the 
language of the Quakers, who fpeak of 

lawswfj 'B^po^svay (xrov sSeTTw Evrvio-Ea-^M roy viov r^ ^ea^ ax £V exsivat 
Tffl atmyLoii '^ nj ^vxyi rvfxo^vovla^ dOO\a. yap ^Savovlct tsoalax^^ >£yu 

Ad Celfum, lib. 3. p. 63- 

fcv^^fDTTog^ Tcov av fislEx^^vl^v ^78 's^avlcw av^pcovrojv . ev riai fiev n WXJ'^ 

a(juxfo}7\oVf o^ei eksi t>iv icrxw m ^Xiya e7rihsi7ni(Tav . sexv 3c «3ti^ 4^*^^ 
iBpyiav Fj S«a/av, oi^ti rm laxw tk ^oya coyiiJiEpai nap'Kofopwav^ In 
Jcr. Comment, vol. I. p. 138. 

Chriit 



CttAP* II. from the Father^ ^ 

Chrift being in all men. Origen likewifc 
feems to have fuppofed that the ancient' 
prophets might have had the logos fo im^- 
pelted to them, as that they themfelves 
ipight have been called logoi^ as well as 
Ghrift. '• If Elias," fays he. « be a logos^: . 
*^ he mufl be a logos inferior to him that 
*/ Was in the beginning with God */' 

It will be feen in the preceding paflagejr 
that the logos was confidered as being more. 
properly the wifdom^ or reafon of God y 
tbemgh^ in fome of them, mention is made^ 
of his being the fame with other attributes* 
of God^ and efpecially his power. In th© 
following paflfages this is more particularly ^ 
exprefled^ '* God, by his own omnipotence^ 
" that is, by his Son (for all things^ v/ere 
*^ mtade by him, and without him nothiag 
** was rnade) before all things created thef 
^^ heavens and the earth \J' " The energy 

fSf^i Tov Seov Scs roytt. In Matt. Comment, vol. i. p. 307. 
t Ergo Deus omnium creatur optimus, per fummam fuam 
potentiam, id eft, filium fuum (omnia enim per ipfum fadbi 
funt, et fine ipfo hStam eft nihil) ccelum terramque ante 
omnia creavit. Cyril. Alex; Opera, vol. i. p. 17. 

•^of 
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** of the Lord has rcfpccS to the Almighty i 
«* for the Son may be faid to be the Fa- 
•* ther*s energy*/' 

At other times the logos, or the Son, is 
reprefented as being the will oi the Father* 
Clemens Alexandrinus calls the logos the 
will of the Father ; and under the idea of an 
attribute of God, as giving him to men, he 
reprefents him as addreffing them in the 
following manner : '* I give you the logos, 
the knowledge of God, I give my whole 
felf/ This I ani, this is what God wills, 
this is fymphony, this is the harmony of 
the Father, this is the Son, this the 
Chrift, this the logos of God, the arm of 
the Lordi almighty power, the will of the 
Father f." 

Cyril of Alexandria exprefles the fame 
idea with greater precifion. *' How,'* fays 

Clem. Alex. Stroot. lib. 7. Opera, p. 703. 

iuAvlov "/jtfi^o^.Ai, T'/lo eti^Li iya, tkJo finMTcti ^io^, rv]o 
<rv(JL^eoviA er/, 7»7o ApfjLoHA *ifctlpoi, 7\iio wo<, T«7o XP/rof, 

^vilJLA TV ^cLJfOf. Ad Gcntcs, Opera, p. 75. 

he, 



I , 
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he, " was he'* [Chrift] *^ made by the will 
•* of the Father, if the will of the Father 
** be in him* For you muft either fuppofc 
•* anpther wifdom by which he deliberated 
** and made the Son, as you fay" (fpeaking 
to the Arians) '* or if there be no other, 
•* but the Son alone is the wifdom of the 
** Father, he is alfo his will ; for the will 
*Vof God confifts in his wifdom*." Gre- 
gory NyfTen alfo fays, *' the Son, who is in 
** the Father, knows the will of the Father; 
'* but rather he is the will of the Father+Z* 
" What,*' fays Vidorinus, " is the will of 
** the Father, but his filent word ? J/' 

As thefe writers faid, that though the 
Father emitted the logos, he did not deprive 

* Quomodo igltur per voluntatem patris fa£lus eft, (1 in 

CO patris voluntas eft ? Nam aut alteram fapientiam fin- 

gerc necefle eft, in qua deliberavit et fecit filium, ut vo? 

^I'citis: aut fi altera non eft, fed folus filius fapientia patris 

^"1 ipfe quoque voluntas ejus eft : in fapientia enim Dei velU 

^pfius eft. Thefaurus, lib. i . cap. 8. Opera, vol. 2. p. 230. 

t H^fAif^f T/ Tct7»fp, Jj^ ^K T» tfcil^t av vtof^ nH to 

^/*«. Contra Eunomiomy Or. 12. Opera, vol. 2. p. 345. 

t Quid etiam eft voluntas patris, nifi filcns Verbum ? Ad. 
Arium, lib. 3. Bib, fat. vol. 5. p. 332. 

himfelf 



8o Getter at ion of the Son Boo it IL 

liiirifclf of logos, fo, fome of theftl likewife 
foppofed, that though the Son was the will 
of the Father, the latter had another will, 
like that of man. This is particularly al- 
lowed by Manual Caleca, becatlfe " voli- 
** tions^" as he fays, " have a beginning and 
•* an end, whereas neither the efience of 
**.God> nor the image of God, can begin ot 
'* end*/' 

Inftances occur in which Chrift is con-« 
fidered as being the v try foul of God. In- 
deed, this idea may have been perceived in 
fome of the former quotations < Eufebius 
fays, there is '' one logos in God^ which 
"is almighty, and which enlightens all 
** things, as there is one foul, and one fa- 
•' tional power in mau'f'." 

Origen, after fpeaking of the foul as a 
middle principle between the body and 

twiQo>^ vo^iASvn H fX£v >i<Tia ra Ses «?£ y\f^Q sJe mavSati . 

2;7e yap n^^oSo n eiHov lile mavcaio . m 3s Se^tjch; }^ a^x^^ ^ 'sravelati 
Manuel Galeca De Principiis. Auftuarium Combefis, vol. 

5. p. 222. 

t Eig Ta Sea Jioy©* 'Sfavlo^t/vafMg ra (xviATtcxHx nalauyaiii • cttw- 
i^ 6v av^oTTa fjua i^i/xu ^ (jua >ayim Jwofwjt De Laudibus 
Conft. cap. is:, p. 753; 

the 
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the fpirit^ fays " what then is the foul of 
^*God?" and he replies, that *^ as every 
^* thing that is afcribed to God, as hands, . 
** fingers, eyes, feet, &c* means his attri- 
**butes, or powers; perhaps by the foul 
**of God we are to underftand his only 
** begotten Son ^ for, as thq foul, being dif- . 
*' frfed through the whole body, animates 
" every thing, and does every thing, fo the 
** only begotten Son of God, which is his 
" word, and his wifdom, extends to all the 
attributes of God, and is difFufed through 
him*." M. Vidtorinus reprefents Chrift 
as '* the very being and aftion of the Fa- 
" ther," and fays in his anfwer to the 
Arians, that '^ God cannot be without ae- 
'^tion^f-/' In another pafTage of the fame 

t Et fi fas eft auJere nos in tali re amplius aliquiJ Jicere, 
potcft fortaffc aiiima Dei intelligi unigcnltus filiud ejus, 
^'c^t enim aninia, per omne corpus infcrt:., mover om- 
^'^1 et agitat quae opcratur univerfa : ita et U!vg<="nitus 
^'lus Dei, qui et verbum ct fapeatia ejus, pertingit et per- 
v^nit ad omncm virtutem Dei, et infertus eft ci. De 
Principiis, Opera, vol. i. p.yoj, 

^ Hoc enim quod Xoyoj eft : ipfe enim >.TiQ^ Deus eft, 
^um ergo ct o/aowwv, rion enim line aftiohe Deus, fed 

Vol. IL G intus 
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worki be calls Chrift the form of the Fa-^- 
ther^ defining forniy if I underftand hiiti 
right, to be tbat whicb explains the being 
of a thing ; or^ as he elfewhere fays, that by 
which God is feen*. 

At length the abfurdity of making Chrift 
to be the proper reafon, power, or will of 
God, feems to have ftruck fome of the 
orthodox chriftians ; and then, having no 
other refource, they made the doftrine of 
the divinity of Chrift to be a my fiery ^ think- 
ing by that means, to cut ofi^ all inquiry 
and objedion. Ruffinus fays, " it is to 
*^be believed that God 'is the. father ofKk 
*' own Son our Lord, and not to be ^//^ 

intus operatur Deus, ficuti diSum. SubAantia autem Dei 
imago eft, a£lio, iiliufque e(^, per quam intelligitur, et 
quod fit declaratur. Ad Arium, lib. i. Bib. Pat. vol. 5. 
p. 298. 

* Quoniam filius forma eft patris : non autem nurie^ 
forma efte foris extra fubftantiam intelligitur, neque ut in 
nobis adjacens fubftantiae facies, fed fubftanSa quaedam 
fubfiftens, in qua apparet et demonftratur quod occultatum 
et velatum eft in alio. Deus autem ut velatum quiddam. 
eft : nemo enim videt Deum: forma igitur filius, in quo 
videtur Deus. Ibid. p. 31 1. 320. 

^^ cuffed 
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f cuffed. For flaves muft not difpute about 

* the birth of their mafters*." 
Theophylad fays, that " Chrift is the 

* logos of God, but neither the in\yard 

* logos'* (meaning reafon) '^ nor the ex-* 

* ternal logos'' (meaning fpeech) " nor any 

* thing that can be explained by any pro- 

* perty of man, being fomething peculiar 

* to God f ." In this ftate the dodrine of 
:he generation of the Son now refts, equally 
ncapable of being underftood^ or defended. 

We ihall the lefs wonder at the extreme 
abfurdity of the above quotations from the 
Fathers, when we confider what wretched 

* Credendus eft ergo Deus effe pater unici filii fui 
''omini noftri, non difcutiendus. Neque enim fas eft fervo 
^^ natalibus domini difputare. In Symbol, p. 172* 

^ • i^ m/JUJfXmg yog ti; }^ fjtn ^r/a^y, opw; exsi rev Xoyw sv cwl» 
'^'BVov, 3^ rnv ^wctfuv toc aiCiSoCkEv . o fJiiv av sfiv eviLC&B%;^ o ik 
^^a^utof ov Jj) 3ifX T6JV %giX£fijv 'Zfff opef o/xev, tw ts Ksystv ii/vafjuf 
^ wiMSEb, )^ svloi xst/A^, sig m^etaa^ Wfoayovleg * Ma rooM 
^ ^ U/ys, Ti^ele^og thIihv a^fio^zl stti ts vis th dss, sle ya^ 'spofofi- 
^\ A siiSic&slog sm o >^oq ra dss. SMSsm flsv yaf tow fua'atm j^ 
*^**V^f Jk T8 ^BJcOfog Koyog uTCSf (fwn aw, ^x vTroSa^JJIm roig 

Awxwwv**^^* In John, capv !• Opera, vol. I. p. 557- 

G 2 meta^ 
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metaphyficians both they and the Platonifts 
before them, and indeed all the philofo- 
phers of antiquity, were ; and that the idea 
of a proper perfonification was not difficult, 
after it had beea agreed that ejfence and 
power were the fame thing, which I have 
ihewn to be the language of the Platonifts ; 
and the fame occurs in fome of the chriftian 
Fathers. Thus Cyril of Alexandria fays that 
" the jFather is a fimple adl or energy*." 
Maxentius alfo fays, that ** with refpe£t to 
** God, who is of an impaffible and incor- 
" ruptible nature, nature and will are the* 
^^ fame thing-f/' M. Vidorinus fayis, that 
** power and fubftance are the fame things 
^' in God+." 

* A£tus vel efficacia Pater. De Trinitate, lib. 2. Opera^ 
vol. 2« p. 386. 

-f* Haec quse drcis compofitse et pafiibili naturae funt pro-^ 
pria, impaffibili autem et incompofitae non eft aliud natu- 
raliter aliud volantarie quidpiam facere, fed ptorfus unum 
atque idipfum eft, quia ibi non aliud eft natura, aliud vo-r 
luntas, fed natura voluntas eft, et voluntas natura. Bib« 
Pat. vol. 5. p. 527., 

X Simul enim et filius, et vpl patre, et pater in filio ': 
una ergo potential hoc eft, uiui fubftanlia exifUt, ibi enim 

potentia 
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The difference, however, between thefe 
things was perceived by Eunomius; for 
M. Caleca fays, that he made the divine 
fiflence and operation to be different things, 
and that he blamed the orthodox for con- 
founding them*. Palamas alfo aflerted, that 
the divine effence and operation were dif- 
ferent things ; but on this account his an- 
tagonift y[. Caleca calls him a polytheiflf. 

potenda, fubflantia : non enim aliud potcntia, aliud fub- 
flantia. Idem ergo ipfum eft et patri et filio. Ad Arium, 
lib. I. Bib. Pat. vol. 5. p. 3C0. 

* Esnnnw iw tflcuAa xpn^ 'sug EuvofMo^ im^st fiEv avn mi wtoi 
riff Gftgyeicpf, t^g eyn^aifiot oe, rnv ToJloMct roig og^o^i/; vgoifBgem 
pombeiis, vol. st. p. 34. 

f Em Ttiktv ^ti^j oil Tviv m^itav^ ttv iiax^ma^cu tjk so'ioi h£yinn 
fToJIm ^ dEoTijk x) coiltrov ofAoKTyscn, Ibid. p. 3. 

P&i 0fjua\07&v. Ibid. p. 40. 
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CHAPTER III. 

7he Defence of the preceding DoSlrine By the 

Fathers. 

TT is no wonder that this ftrange dodtrine 
of the generation of the Son from the 
attributes of the Father ihould bring the 
orthodox chriftians into fome difficulties^ 
and expofe their fcheme to objedions ; or 
that, in order to defend it, they fliould hive 
tecourfe to a variety of expedients. Ac- 
cordingly, it appears, by the labour which 
they beftowed upon this fubjed, that the 
do(3:rine was, in fa(5t, much objected to, and 
that, in their own opinion, it required to 
be well explained and defended. 

The firft thing which they had to guard 
againft was the diminution of the fubftance of 
the Father by the produftion of a Son from 
himfelf ; and the next thing was to pre- 
vent the entire feparation of the Son from 
the Father ; for then there would have 
been two two Gods^ which the Gnoftics^ 

who 
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who held the doctrine of the emanation of 
all fuper-angelic beings from the divine 
effence, readily acknowledged. But this 
having been fo long decried, as a dodrine 
pf the Gnoftics, and being exceedingly 
offenlive to the great body of common 
people ^mong chriilians, it could not be 
.adopted. 

It was harcjly poffible to find any com^ 
part/on iii nature by which they could re- 
Oioye both thefe objeftions to their doc- 
trine at the fame time, viz. the lofs offub- 
ilance in the Father by the generation of 
the Son, and the entire feparation of the 
Son from him. All their explications, 
therefore, we find entirely fail in one refpeft 
or the other. The earliefl of all the expla- 
nations of this doctrine is, that of the iiTu- 
ing of words from men. The pI>ilofo- 
phizing chriftians compared the emiffion 
pf the logos from the Father to the emiffion 
of logos ^ or reafon, from man, in fpeech or 
difcourfe ; and, miferably lame as this ex- 
planation obvioufly is, many of them could 
jpnd no better, and therefore they took 
much pains \o anfwer the objedions - that 

G 4 were 
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were made to it* Another famous com- 
parifon to which they had recourfe in the 
earlieft. period, was the lighting of one 

r 

torch at another. But though this did not 
take any thing from the light of the 
former torch, it made two diftindt torches. 
Still, hov/ever, much ufe was made of this 
comparifon, as being thought remarkably 
happy in anfwering one of the objed:iqns. 
But I muft proceed to explain their manner 
of rcafoning by cxtrafts from their own 
writings. 



SECTION I. 

T^he Generation of the Son from the Father 
illujlraied by the uttering of Words. 

^Tp A T I A N fays concerning the genera- 
tion of the logos from the Father^ 
that ** it is by divifion, not by avulfion, 
*' becauTe that which is cut off from its 
^' origin is entirely removed from it; but 
/'that which is divided'' (or imparted) 

** taking 
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*' -taking a portion of the ceconomy*, doe$ 
^f jraot leave that from which it was taken 
'* dieftitiite. For as many fires are lighted 
" li>y one torch, without any diminution of 
*' its light;, thus the logos emitted from 
he power of the Father does not leave 
im void of logos." To explain this, 
adds, ^* I fpeak, and you hear, but by 
«3ifcourfing with you I do not become void 
f logos, by the tranfmiffion of my logos 
you ; but I propofe, by the emiffion 
f my voice, to arrange fome unformed 
*' xnatter in youf/' This he, no doubt, 

^*' This, as part of a general propofttion^ is a very obfcure 

e^I>reffion. Had he been defcribing the emifHon of the 

Soxi from the Father in particular, it would have meant 

his affuming proper perfonality^ in order to his taking part 

*^ "the plan that vfzs formed for the redemption of man, 

V^»ich is often called the {economy. This phrafe is, there- 

^^*"c, generally fynonymous to the incarnation with the 

Fathers. 

"t FgyoVE 3e KcHa p^zcr/ioy, 8 KcRa aTTOKOTrw . to ya^ aTTolfMfi^sv 

*** 'JDjPftJla HEXfi^PiTM^ TO Je fjLE^KT^iv oijtovofjuo^ mv Mfeaiv 's^pooTxx^a^ 

**^ eiiict rov oSev zi>a\7t\M 'sii'jtoim^ • ojovrs^ yap aTfo fjuotg SoSbj 

^^ftW'^elw fJLSV 'Bu^a 'moh?\a^ mg Se m^ahfi^ ^a^og 5ia t>iv tia^iv tajv 

•^J^ JaJoJV lot eharliilext ro ^cog ' alco stj o isoyog ^^o^m ek niig 

^ tsoSipog ^wotfjiioigj hk «Xoyov mTTOime rov yeyevYtKora, )^ ya^ 

^^ fi7« XaX«9 ^ viAfiig axsels xj « 3>j9r« 3ia 771J (Afux^aa-eug m Xays, 
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meant to be a complete illuftration of the 
emiffion of the logos from the Father, in 
prder to arrange the matter of the chaos out 
of which the world was made. 

To this explication it was obvious to 
objeft, that the emiflion of a word in 
fpcech is no generation of any thing, words 
being empty founds, and nothing per- 
manent. But the reply to this was, that 
words are empty things, and leave nothing 
permanent only when uttered by man; but 
that this is not the caf? with the words 
of God I the difference in the being from 
which they proceed making a correfpond- 
ing difference in the things which proceed 
from tKem. In the following paffages Ter- 
tuUian ftates thi§ hypothefis, with the proof 
of it from the fcriptures, before he replies 
to the objedtion which I have mentioned. 

** Then therefore did the word [Sermo) afr 
** fupe its form, and drefs, its found and 
^' voice, vyhen Qod faid, Let there be light j 
f* This is the pdrfeft nativity of the word, 

^iiafcoaiieiv. tuv ev vfjuv anoaimiav whw nffpon^iyAM. Ad Graecos, 

it:^, §. Opera, p 2^. 

M when 
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** when it proceeded from God, being firfl: 

'* formed by him under the name oiwifdom. 

** The Lord fanned me the begwnmg of hh 

'* ways. Then it was efFe£tually generated. 

^* When he prepared the heavens I was prefent 

" ^th him. By proceeding from whom he 

" became his fon, his firft-born, as being be- 

** gotten before all things, and only begoU 

" ten, as being alone generated out of God, 

" from the womb of his heart ; as the Fa-. 

*' ther himfelf teftifies, when he fays, My 

*' heart is throwing out a good word^ ta 

** whom rejoicing, the Father alfo rejoicing 

" fays, Thou art my Son, this day have I be-^ 

" gotten thee. Before Lucifer have I begotten 

" thee. So the Son alfo, under the name of 

** wifdom^ confeffes the Father. The Lord 

^^ formed me the beginning of his ways i before 

** the hilts has he begotten me. For if here 

** wifdom feems to fay that fhe was made for 

" his works, and ways, in another place it 

^* is fliown that all things are made by his 

" word, and without it was nothing made, 

" And again, by his word were the heavens. 

** made^ and all their hofs by his fpirit, 

** viz, the fpirit which is in the word* 

'' So 
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'* So that it is the fame power which is 
f* fometimes called w/fdom^ and fometimes 

His ftating of the objedion, and his an- 
fwer to it are as follow : ** You fuppofe 
•* this Sermo to be a fubftance, &c. — What, 

* Tunc igitur etiam ipfe fermo fpeciem et ornatum fu- 
liai fumit, fonum ct voccm, cum dicit Deus, fiat lux, Haec 
eft nativitas perfe£la fermonis, dum ex Deo procedit: 
conditus ab eo primum ad cogitatum in nomine fophia?, 
dominus condidit me initium viarum. Dehinc generatu* 
adefFcdlum: Cum pararet ccelum, aderam ijlic fimul. E^Cr 
inde eum parem fibi faciens, de quo procedendo (ilius fac- 
tus eft, primogenitus^ ut ante omnia genitus ; et unigeni- 
tus, ut folus ex Deo genitus : ptoprie de vulva cordis ipfius^ 
fecundum quod et pater ipfe teftatur, erudavit cor meuni 
fermonem optimum. Ad quem deinceps gaudens proinde 
jg;audentem in perfona illius, filius meus es tu, ego hodie 
genui te. £t ante Luciferum genui te. Sic et filius ex fua 
perfona profitetur patrem in nomine fophiae, dominus con- 
didit me initium viarun> in opera fua. Ante omnes autem 
colles generavit me. Nam fi hie quidem fophia videtur 
jdicere conditam fe a domino in opera et vias ejus: alibi 
autem per fermonem oftenditur opnia fafta effe, et fine 
illo nihil fadlum: ficut et rurfum, fermone ejus cceli con- 
firmati funt, et fpiritu ejus omnes vires eorum ; utique ep 
fpiritu qui fermoni inerat : apparet unam eamdem que vim 
effe nunc in nomine fophiae, nunc in appellatione fermonis^* 
Ad Praj^e^m^ fed. 5> 6, 7. Opera, p, 503. 
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" fay you, is fpeech, |but the voice and found 
" of the mouth, with a kind of vacuity, 
" empty, and incorporeal. But I fay that 
" nothing empty and having vacuity can 
" proceed from God, as it does not proceed 
" from what is empty and vacuity ; nor 
" can that want fubftance, which proceeds 
** from fo great a fubftance, and which has 
*' made fo many fubftances*/' 

La<flantius anfwered the fame objeftion 
in the fame manner, ** Our breathings are 
** difToIuble, becaufe we are mortal ; but 
*' the breathings of God live, remain, and 
^* have eflence, becaufe he is immoi'tal^ the 

* Ergo; inquis, das aliquam fubftaniiam effe fermo- 
nem, fpiritu et fophiae traditione conftruflam plane, Non 
vis enim eum fubftantivum habere in re per fubflan- 
tiae proprietatem, ut res et perfona quasdam videri poiEt, 
iet ita capiat fecundus a Deo conftitutus duos efficere, pa* 
trem et filium, Deum et fermonem. Quid eft enim, dices, 
fermo, rtifi vox et fonus oris et (ficut grammatici tradunt) 
aer oiFenfus, intelligibilis auditu ; ceterum, vacuum nefcio 
quid, et inane, et incorporale? At ego nihil dico de Deo 
^ inane et vacuum prodire putuifle, ut non de inani et vacuo 
prolatum ; nee carere fubftantia, quod de tanta fubftantia 
proceflit, et tantas fubftantias fecit. Ad Praxeam, fefi. 5, 
cap, 7. Opera, p. 503* 

*' giver 
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"giver of effence and life*." The fame 
anfwer is given by Origen, Athanafius, 
Epiphanius, Auftin, and, I believe, many 
Others. " The logos of God," fays Ori- 
gen, " is not like that of all other per- 
" fons. No other logos is living ; no other 
*' logos is God, no other logos was in the 
' ** beginning with him whofe logos it 
" was-f-." " The word of man," fays Epi- 
phanius, ** vanifhes, but the word of God 
** abideth," alluding to Pf. cxviii. 89 \. 

Athanafius having fpoken of the Father 
as the only God, becaufe he only is unbe* 
gotten {ayivvnT^) and the fountain of deity j 

* Noftri fpiritus diflblubiles funt, quia mortales fumus. 
Dei autem fpiritus et vivunt, et manent, et fentiunt ; quia 
ipfe immortalis eft, et fenfus, et vitae dator. Inftit. lib. 4. 
fecS. 8. p. 371. ^ 

•|- OJlfi yap X070J Avis roiiilog tnv, o'ttoi©' o ^avlnov Aoy©- • 
'xSIev©* yap >Joy@- f«v, aizvo; o Xoy®- hzo^ • aJfvoj yap o X07©- ev 
ctpxn 'srpog sxeivov y,v, a hoy^ w. In Jer. Horn. 1 9. Com- 
ment, vol. I. p. 184. 

J Ov yap TH av^puTTii ?W37®"> av^paTr©" 's^pogTov av^puTrov . tile 
yap ^y]y ale vTfsrn ' kop^iag 5e (oxrvig ^ v^eraxm; mvYifxa en /iovov, <) 
«X y^o^aaiq , hsyelai yap OfMi^ )y zrapaxpyifjia ansli £nv, oA^a XaXs- 
fiEv®' Si«/Aeva • rs ie ^ea >j:>yoq^ oj; piai ro ayiov 'snfeufxa £v ro/xali 
m Upof^a' ^oyoj an €i$ tov aima ^lajj^vsu Haer. 60. Opera, 
vol. I. p. 609- 

and 
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and of the Son as only God of God ^ fays, in 
anfwer to the queftion how this logos can 
become a perfon ia God, when it is not fo 
in man, ** the word conceived in the mind 
^* of man does not become man of man^ 
•• fince it does not live or fubfift, but is 
** only the motion of a living and fubfifting 
** heart. When it is pronounced it has no 
** continuance, and being often uttered does 
*' not remain ; whereas the pfalmift fays, 
* * the word of the Lord remaineth for ever^ 
** and the Evangelift agrees with him, &c.*" 
Ruffinus makes the fame comparifon be- 
tween the emiffion of the logos in God, and 
rnan, but hints that they are both equally 
myfterious. Treating of this fubjedt; he 
fays, " Explain firft, if you can, how the 
^* mind which is within you generates a 
** word, and how the fpirit of memory is 
•* in it ; and though thefe are diflFerent in 

* Ov yap Xoy©" m av^paTTn ov^paTTog sriv *aap a^^paicav* zTKt 
fLiflB ^av en, fiijle vferug^ aCS>\a iuoYn Kop^Log )d u^eraxTrig Hiwifjia fjuovov • 
J^ KtyElcu 'mapaxpT^l^i^i i^ afc sn. x^ moy^^caag koCKsijlsv®'^ ahTToli 
Siofifiyet * Tov 3e T8 ^en \oyov ava^Bv^ o i^a?^^og xaipcxyBt >^m^ ei^ 
Toy aunva o >^or/^ oh iiofjimt ev ra ispavoi • x^ trvfjupuvug aula o ^sov 
tnuu T8 Koyov oiMXoyav o EuaTye^mg^ &c. De sterna Subftantia 
Filii, &c. ContTSL Sabellii Gregales, Opera, vol. i. p. 65 1. 

" things 
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** things and adts, yet they are one in fub- 
*' ftance and nature ; and though they pro- 
** ceed from the mind, they are never fepa- 
'' rated from it */' 

LaiSantius propofes and fpeaks to another 
difficulty on this fubjedt. For the angels 
being likewife czWcd/pirits, or breathings of 
God, there was fome danger left they fhould 
be confidered as beings of the fame rank 
with the logos in Chrift. But this writer 
obferves, that there is a difference between 
a word which is emitted with a founds and 
a mere breathings which is emitted without 
that circumftance ; and this, according to 
him, fufficiently accounts for the difference 
between Chrift and the art gels. 

•* How," fays this writer, '* did he" (the 
father) '* procreate him" (the word) ? " In 
^* the firft place the works of God cannot 
*' be known, nor told by any perfon. But 
V we learn in the holy fcriptures, that the 

* Expedi primo fi potes, quomodo mens, quae intra te 
eft generet verbum, et qui fit in ea memoriae fpiritus : quo- 
modo haec cum diverfa fmt rebus et adibus, unum tamen 
fmt vel fubftantia vel natura, et cum e mente procedant, 
nunquam tamen jib ipfa feparentur. In Symbol. Opera, 
p. 17a. 

z '' Son 
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** Son of God is the word of God, or^rea- 
*' foiij alfo that the other angels of God 
** are fpirits, i. e. breathings. For a word 
*' is a breathing emitted with a found, ex- 
** preflive of fomething. But becaufe^r^^?//&- 
•* ings anda w^r^are emitted from different 
** parts (for breathings proceed from the 
** noilrils, and a vord from the mouth) 
•* there is a great difference between the: 
^* Son of God and the other angels. For 
** they are fiknt breathings^ emitted from 
'* God, becaufe they were created for^r- 
** vice^ and not for the delivering the doc- 
** trine of God. But though he is alfo a 
•* fpirit, yet fince he iffues from the mouth 
•• of God, with a voice, and a found, like a 
•* word, for this reafon he was to make ufe 
*' of his voice to the people, becaufe he was 
•* to teach with authority the dodlrine of 
** God, and communicate heavenly fecrets 
'* to men*/' 

♦ Quomodo igitur procreavit ? Primuni nee fciri % 
quoquatn pofTuiit, nee narrari opera divina ; fed tamen 
fanflas literae decent ; in quibus cautum eft ilium Dei fili- 
um, Dei effe fermonem; five etiam rationem j itemque 
cseteros angelos Dei fpiritus eflfe. Nam fermo eft fpiritus 
cum voce aliquid fignificante prolatus. Sed tamen qaou 

Vol. II* ' H niam 



98 Generation of the Son Book ^. 

Abfurd as is this notion of the generation 
of the Son by merely uttering a word, we 
find the fame, or iimilar explanations of this 
doflrine after the council of Nice. Auftin 
fays, '* The Father fhews every thing to the 
'* Son, and in ftiewing, generates the Son*.** 
But in another paifage he makes a dilTerence 
between the uttering of a word in man and 
in God. *' We do not," he fays, " generate 
^' founding words, but we make them-j-." 
But Cyril of Alexandria, quoting Pf. 44. 
My heart is throwing out a good matter^ fays, 
•' The Father produces the Son without 
^^ pailion, as a wife man, out of his own 

niam fpiritus, et fcrmo diverfis partlbus proferuntur ; fl 
quidem fpiritus naribus, ore fermo procedit ; magna inter 
hunc Dei filium, et cceteros angelos differentia eft. IQi 
enim ex Deo taciti fpiritus exierunt ; quia non ad do£lri» 
nam Dei tradendam, fed ad minifterium creabantur. Ille 
veto cum fit et ipfe fpiritus ; tamen cum voce, ac fono ex 
Dei ore proceiEt, ficut verbum, ea fcilicet ratione, quia 
▼oce ejus ad populum fuerat ufurus ; id efl:, quod ille ma* 
gifler futurus efTet do&rinae Dei, et cceleflis arcani ad ho- 
mines perferendi. Inflit. lib. 4. fe£l. 8. p. 371. 

♦ Pater oflendit filio quod facit, et oflendendo fUium 
gignit. In. John. Tr, 23. cap. 5. Opera, vol. 9. p. S04. 

f Nos quippe non gignimus fonantia verba, fed fecimus. 
De Symbol, cap. i. Opera, vol 3- p« 141. 

** wifdom. 
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** wifdom, produces any work that he has 
** thought of, as of geometry, or mufic. 

This comparifon of the word of God to 
that of man, we find fo late as Fulgentius, 
who alfo infers the dignity of the word from 
the dignity of the mind that produces it*!-. 

^ Praeterea, fie ex Teipfo, abfque paffione^ filium gcnuit 
pater, ficut fi fapiens ex fapientia fua quicquam excogita- 
refit atque pepererit, veluti geometriam, muficam aut ali- 
quid hujufitiodi. Thefaurus, lib. i. cap 7, Opera, vol.2« 
p. 299. 

t Sed fie efi verbum apud Deutn, ficut eft in mente 
verbum, ficut in corde confilium : cum enim mens apud (e 
verbum habet, utique cogitando habet, quia nihil allud eft 
apud fe dicere, quam apud fe cogitate. Cum ergo mens 
cogitat, et cogitando verbum intra fe generat, de fua fub« 
flantia generat verbum^ et fie illud verbum generat de fe, 
ut genitum habeat apud fe. Nee minus aliquid habct ver- 
bum, quod ex mente nafcitur quam eft mens de qua naf- 
citUr, quia quinta eft mens qux generat verbum, tanium 
eft etiam ipfum verbum. Ad Monimum, lib. 3. cap. /• 
p. 4.39. 
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SECTION IL 

The Generatiofl of the Son from the Father 
illuftrated by the prolation of a branch of a 
tree from the root^ &c. 

TT A V I N G, I imagine, purfued this 
phantom far efiough, I ihall proceed 
to confider the generation of the Son from 
the Father in a more fubftantial manner, viz. 
as that of a branch from a root^ or a river from 
a fpringy &c. which was likewife very com- 
mon with the early Fathers, This, how- 
ever, came fo near to the fyftem of the Gnof- 
tic emanation of celeftial beings from the fu- 
preme mind, that it could not but give fome 
alarm. This objeftion, therefore, thofe who 
have recourfe to this explanation of the 
generation of the Son endeavour to guard 
again ft. 

We fee, in Athenagoras, what great ftrefs 
was laid on the idea of a perfeSl union be^ 
tween the Father and the Son. He fays, 
that ** as all things are fubjedl to the em- 

r 

*• .peror, and his fon, fo all things are fub- 
1 " jc<a 
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*^ je<a to the one God, and him who is by 
** him confidered as his fon, but undivided 
•* from him *." 

Tcrtullian, in his anfwer to the objec- 
tions that were made to the generation of 
the Son from the Father, feems to have 
aimed at nothing befides making out a 
fcheme different from that of the Gnoftics^ 
Mrhich, in his time, was a do<flrine pecu^- 
liarly offenfive. All his object, therefore^ 
is to flicw that the Son, though deriving his 
being from the Father, ftill remained united 
to him, ** If any one," fays he, '^ thinks 
•• that I am introducing fome probole^ that 
•* is the produiSion of one thing from an- 
** other, as Valentinus makes, by producing 
** one of his aeons from another. — Valen- 
** tinus feparates his froboles from their au- 
** thor, and fo far, that the aeon does not 

^* know his father. But with us the Son 

•* only knows the Father. — For God pro- 
^* duced his word — as a root produces a 
♦* branch, a fountain a river, and th? fun a 

* XI; yosp viw iffoSpi j^ vm nsavla H>tx^ip(Slai^ ai^dev Tviv fiaff%' 
Xnoy uT^npolif Sag bvi tu ^a t^ ra ^ap ajla >oyoi via vonfjifja o/ac* 
film mafia vnolelofSai, Apol. p. 140. 

H 3 ^* beam 
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" beam of light. For thcfe things are the 
** proboles of their refpcftive fubftancesr— 
** Neither is the branch feparated from the 
*^ root, the river from the fountain, or the 
*' beam from the fiin. So neither is the 
*^ word from God. So that, according to 
** this exampre, I profefs that I make God 
*^ and his word two, the Father and his 
^' Son. For the root and branch are two, 
** but joined. The fountain and the river 
** are two, but undivided y and the fun and 
** the beam are two, but cohering *.'* 

* Hoc fi qui putaverit me vfc/^tik/vt aliquam introducerc^ 
id eft, projationem r^i alteriiis ex altera, quod fadt Valeii- 
tinus, alium atqup alium seonem de aepne producens. ; 
Valentinus probolas fuas difcernit et feparat ab autore : et 
sta longe ab eo ponit, ut aeon patrem nefciat.^— Apud 
fios autem folus filius patrem novit, et finum patri$ ipfe ex- 
pofuit, et oninia apud patrem audivit et yidit ; et quae mai\- 

datus eft a patre, ea et loquitur. Protulit enim Deus 

fermonem, quamadmodum e^iam paracletus docet, ficut 
radix fruticem, et fons fluvium, et fol radium. Nam et 
ifte fpecies probolae funt earum fubftantiarum, ex quibus 
prodeunt.— r— Nee frutex tan^teii a radice, nee fluviu$ a 
fonte, nee radius a fole difcernitur, ficut nee a Deo fermo. 
Igitur feeundum horum exemplorum formam, profiteor me 
duos dicere, Deum et ferraonem ejus, patrem et filfum 
ipfluSt Nam ^t r^idix et frutex duae res funt, fed con* 

jundta?! 
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This writer's fear of making a fepara- 
tion between the Son and the Father ap- 
pears very ftrongly in the following paflage, 
which has a view to the unitarians, to 
whom he thought it neceflary to make 
frequent apologies. ** He that is un- 
•* learned^ or perverfe, takes this in a wrong 
** fenfe, as if I favoured a divfrfity^ and as 
'•^ if this diverfity implied ^ feparation of 
" the Father and the Son. This I urge 
'* from neceflity, when they contend that 
♦* the Father, Son, and Spirit, muft he the 
^^ fame^ flattering the monarchy againft the 
" CBConomy; when I fay that making 
^* the Son another from the Father, I do 
^^ not make him different from him, but 
^^ only maintain a diftribution. I do not 
** make a divifion, but a diftindion. For 
^^ the Father and Son are not the fame, nor 
•♦ yet another, from another model. For 
<^ the Father \% all fubf^ance j but the Son 
<* a part of this fubftance, and a portion, 

junftae ; et fons et flumen dih^fpecies funt, fed indivifse ; 
et fol et radius dus forms; funt, fed cohet^tes* Adr« 
PraxeaBi, feA. S.- Opera, p. 504. 

H4 "«8 
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" as he himfelf profcflcs, Thq Father is 
^* greater than I*.'* 

tWe fee the fathe care to guard againfl: a 
divifion of the Father and Son in Hippoly- 
tus. *' By fpeaking of another ^"^ he fays, 
'* I do not make two Gods^ but as lig^ht from 
*' light, water from the fpring, or a beam 
•f of light from the fun. For the power 
*^ of the whole is one j the Father is the 
**^ whole, and the logos is his power+Z* 
' On another octafion Tertullian fays that 
the term 'srfoffo^ {prohole) which had been 
much ufed by the Gnoftics, was not the 

* Male accipit idiotes quifque aut perverfus hoc diftum, 
quafi diVerfitatem fonet, et ex divetfitate feparationem pro- 
tWidat^ patris tt filK et fplritus. Neceffitate autem hoc 
Sco, 'CiwTi *eumdem patrem et filium et fpiritum conten- 
^njt, ady^fi*^ ^onomiam monarch!^ adulantes, non 
tamen diverfitate alium filium a patre, fed diftributione ; 
liec divifvone alium, fed diftin(Sione ; quia non fit idem 
pater et filius/vel modulo alius ab alio. Pater enhn tota 
' iubftantiaeft: ^lius vcro derivatio totius et portio, ficiit 
i{yfejprc£tetur,'iquia paier major me eft. Adv. Pi;ax)eam, 
fe6l. 9. Opera, p. 504, 

§00! -a; ^p^ SH^^^y n ag v&iop m 'amyyig^ n (og aniiva, wko ti^M^ 
Awofug yap /jLia n ek m wavhg^ ro h 'srav II<x7>if , e| h S^uya^g hoyog, 

Cortir?^ Noetum, feft, i j. Opera, p. 13. 

worfe 
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worfc on that account, and therefore he 
{hould not fcruple to make ufe of it in his 
own fcnfe, or the correfponding Latin term 
prolatio. Speaking of the Son, *' he was," 
he fays, ** prolated out of God, and ge- 
" nerated by prolation, and therefore the 
•* Sort of God, and called. God from an 
*^ unity of fubftance." He then compares 
this prolation of the Son from the Father, 
to one light produced from another, with- 
out any lofs of the original light — " This 
*' ray of God,*' he fays, '* going into a 
" certain virgin, became flefli in her womb, 
^* and was born a man, mixed with God. 
*' The flefli animated by the fpirit is nou- 
^* riflied, grows up, fpeaks, teaches, ope- 
^* rates, and is Chrift*." In after times, 

♦ Hunc ex Deo prolatum diclmus, et prolatione gene* 
ratum, et id circo filium Dei, et Deum diftum ex unitate 
fubftantiae, nam etDeus fpiritus, et cum radius ex fole por- 
rigitur, portio ex fumma; fed fol erit in radio, quia foIU 
eft radius, nee feparatur fubftantia, fed extenditur. Ita 
dc fpiritu fpiritus, et da Deo Deus, ut lumen de lumine 
accenfum, ma net integra .et indefefta materie matrix, 
etfi plures inde traduces qnalitatum mutueris. Ita et quod 
de Deo profeftum eft, Deus eft, et Dei filius et unus am- 
bo." Ita et de fpiritu fpiritus, et de Deo Deus, Modulo 

altcrun^^. 
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the Arians charged the orthodox with this 
doftrine of prolation, as hot differing from 
that of the Gnoftics*. 

Tcrtullian was fo far carried away with 
this idea of generation^ that, always deliver- 
ing himfelf without referve, and as clearly 
as he poiTibly could, he appears not to have 
been very folicitous about maintaining the 
proper unily of the Father and Son, attendv^ 
ing only to this one circumftance, that 
they were of the fame fubfiance^ and ftri^ly, 
conneSied, «« The perfons \n the trinity,*' 

alterum, non nuipero; gradu non ftatu fecit. £t a 
xnatiice non receffit, fed exceiSt. Ifte igitur Dei radius, 
lit retro femper prsedlcab^tur, delapfus in virginem quanti- 
dam, et in utero ejus caro figuratus, nafcitur homo Deo 
jqiiftus, caro fpiritu inftru£ia nutritur, adolefcit, affatur, 
docet, operatur, et Chriflus eft. Apol. fccft. 21. Operai 
p. 19. 

* Volentes igitur hxretici, Dei filium non ex Deo efic« 
neque de natura, et in natura Dei ex Deo Deum natum, 
cum jam fuperius commemoraflfent unum Deum folupd 
verumi neque adjecifTent, et patrem, ut unius veritatis eflc 
patrem, et filium exclufa proprietate nativitatis negarent 
dixerunt. Nee ut Valentiaus prolatione natum patrit 
commentatus eft : ut fub fpecie hxrefeos Valentinianae, 
nomine prolationis improbato, nativitatem Dei ex Deo 
improbarent. Hilary, lib. 6* Opera, p. I02* 

fays 
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fays he, " are three, not in ftate, but 
'^ degree, not in fubftanee, but in form i 
^* not in power, but appearance ; but of 
** one fubftance, and one ftate, and one 
^* power, becaufe there is one God, from 
^^ whom thofe degrees, forms, and fpe- 
^^ cies, in the name of Father, Son, and 
** Spirit are deputed*." He therefore ob- 
fcrves, that when our Savour faid, / and my 
Father are one^ he ufed the neuter gender. 
'^ He fays unum^ in the neuter gender, which 
•*. does not imply one per/on^ but unity, 
^' likenefs, conjundlion, the love of the 
^* Father to the Son, and the obedience of 
*' the Son to the will of the Father f ." 
This refpedted the Sabellians, who laid great 

f Tres autem nonftatu, fed gradu ; nee fubftantU, fed 
fpirma \ nee poteftate, fed fpecie \ unius autem fubftanti^, 
et unius ftatus, et unius poteflatis; quia unus Deus, ex 
quo et gradus ifti et formae et fpecies, in nomine patris et 
filii et fpiritus fan<5ti deputantur. Ad Praxeam, fed. 2« 
p. SOI. 

t Unum dicit, neutrali verbo^ quod non perdnet ad 
fingularitatem^ fed ad unitatem, ad fimilitudinem, ad con* 
jundtbnem, ad dile^ionem patris, qui fillum diligit, et 
ad obfequium filii, qui voluntati patris obfequitur. Ibid. 
fed. 22. Ppera,p. 513. 

ftrefs 
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ftrcfs on Chrift's faying that he and the 
Father were one. Thefc were the philo- 
fophical unitarians, who adhered ftridly to 
the doiSrine of one God. 

With a view to the unitarians, who 
were the majority of the common chriftians 
in the time of Tertullian, as he particularly 
acknowledges, he is obliged to ufe a good 
tleal of management, and though he con-* 
tends for the propriety of calling the Son 
G^od^ as a branch from God the Father, yet 
fo great was the fuperiority of the Father 
to the Son, that he fays he does not chufe 
to call the Son God, when the Father had 
been mentioned immediately before. ** I 
** do not abfolutely fay that there are Gods, 
" and Lords, but I follow the apoftle; 
** and if the Father and the Son are to be 
** named together, I call the Father God, 
** and Jefus Chfift Lord, though I can call 
** Chrift God, as the apoftle, when he fays 
" of whom is C&ri/i, who is God over all 
** blejfed for ever. For, feparately taken, I 
*^ call a beam of light the fun ; but fpeak- 
/* ing of the fun, whofe beam it is, I do 
** not immediately call the beam jhe fun, 

'^ For, 
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** For, though I do not make two funs, yet 
**I fay that the fun and his beam are two 
" things, and two fpecies of one undivided 
*' fubftanccj like God and his word, thcj 
'^ Father and the Son*." . 

The ideas of Ladantius on this fubjeft 
ieem to have been very much the fame with 
thofc of Tertullian, as has been fcen in 
former inftances ; and like him, he is 
cliiefly careful to guard againfl: the fepa^ 
^^tion of the Son from the fubftance of 
the Father, left he ftiould make different 
gods. ** When we fay that the Father is 
*' God, and the Son God, we do not mean 

* Itaque deos omnino non dicaoL, nee dominos ; fed 

^poftolum fequar, \x% fi pariter nominandi fuerint pater et 

filius, Deum patrem appellem, et Jefum Chriftum DomU 

'^^ni nominem. Solum autem Chriftum potero, Deuiil 

^icere, ficut idem apoftolus. Ex quibus Chriftus, qui eft 

^<mit. Dens fuper omnia benedidus in aevum omne. 

Nam ct radium folis feorfum folem vocabo ; folem autem 

^^ttiinans cujus eft radius; non flatim et radium folem 

^Ppellabo. Nam etfi foles duos non faciam, tamen -et 

folem et radium ejus tarn duas res, et duas fpecies ctnius 

indivifae fubflantiae numer^bo, quam Deum et fermonem 

^i^53 quam patrem ct filium. Ad Praxeam, fc<a. 13. 

Opeta, p. 507, 

'• a different 
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*« a different God, n6r do wc feparate them. 
•* For neither can the Father be without st 
** Son, nor the Son without a Father. Nof 
•* can the Son b? feparated froHi the Fa-- 
•* ther; as the Father cannot have his name 
*• without the Son, nor the Son be gene- 
•* rated without a Father. Since, there- 
" fore, the Father produces a Son, and the 
'< Son becomes one^ there is one mind, ontf 
*• fpirit, one fubftance, common to them 
** both. But the Father is like an exu*. 
*• berant fountain, and the Son a river 
** flowing from it. The Father is as the 
*• fun, the Son as a beam ftretched from: 
** the fun ; who, becaufe he is faithful, and 
•* dear to the Father, is not feparated from 
" him, as the river is not feparated from 
*^ the fpring, nor the beam of light from 
** the fun ; becaufe the water of the fpring 
^' is in the river, and the light of the fua 
•* in the beam. In like manner, neither 
'* is the voice feparated from the mouth, 
** nor the power, or the hand, feparated * 
•* from the body. When the fame periibii 
** is called by the prophets the handof Godi 
•* and the power ^ and the word of God^ 

'' there 
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*' there is no reparation between them^ 
** For the tongue fubfervient to the fpeech, 
•* and the hand, in which is power, are 
*• infcparable parts of the body*." 

TertuUian appears^ however, not a little 
cmbarrafled with the queftion how the Fa- 
ther can be called the one God, if the Son, 
though conne£ted with him, can, in any 
proper fenfe, even where the Father is not 
mentioned, be called GoJ; but he feems to 
fatisfy himfelf with faying, that as the pro- 
per ilile of the Father before he had a Son 

* Cum dicimus Deum patrem, et Deum filluin, non di- 
Verfum dicimus, nee utnimque fecernimus, quia nee pater 
fine filio poteft ; nee filius a patre fecerni , fiqutdem ncc 
pater fine filio nuncupari, nee filiys poteft fine patre gene- 
ran. Cum igitur et pater filium fiiciat, et filius fiat 3 una 
utrique mens, unus fpiritus, una Aibftantia eft ; fed ille 
quafi exuberans fons eft ; hie tanquam defiuetis ex eo rivus, 
ille tanquam fol; hie quafi radius a fole porre<5^us, qui 
quoniam fiimmo patri et fidelis, et earus eft, non fepara- 
tur, ficut nee rivus a fonte, nee radius a fole ; qui^ et 
aqua fontis in rivo eft, et folis lumen in radio. j£que ne-^ 
que vox ab ore fejunji, nee virtus, aut manus a corpora 
divelli poteft. Cum igitur a prophetis idem manus Dei, 
et virtus, et fermo dieatur, utique nulla diferetio eft; quia 
et lingua fermonis miniftra eft, et manus, in qua eft virtus, 
individus funt corporis portiones. Lib. 4. k&. 29- p* 446. 

was 
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was that oitbe one God^ he could not lofe it 
in confequence of having a Son, efpecially 
as that Son derives his divinity from his 
infeparable connexion w^ith the Father- 
" Without injuring the rights of the Soq, 
** the Father/' he fays, *' may be called the 
" only God, which was his original title, 
" whenever he is named without the Son* 
" But he is named without the Son when he 
** is fpoken of as ihtjirji perfon^ w:hich is ta 
*^ be named before that of the Son ; becaufe 
•* the Father is firft known, and the Son 
•* after the Father. Wherefore there is one 
** God the Father, and no other befides 
** him; which when he fays, he does not 
•' deny the Son, but feme other God ; for 
** the Son is not another from the Father— 
•' as if the fun had faid, I am the fun, and 
" befides me there is no other, except my 
" beam^/' 

• 

* Salvo ehim filio, reSe unicum Deum poteft determi- 
nafle, cujus eft filius. Non enim definit effe qui Habet fi- 
lium ipfc unicus, fuo fcilicet nomine, quotiens fme filio no- 
minatur. Sine filio autem nominatur, cum principaliter 
determinatur ut prima perfona, quae ante filii nonfen erat 
proponenda; quia pater ante cognofcitur, et poft patrem 
filius nominatur, Igitur unus Deus pater, et alius abfque 

'eo 






Chap. III. from the Father. 113 

One of Auflin's explanations of the ge- 
neration of the Son bears feme refemblance 
to thofe of a branch from the root, and of a 
river from a fpring; but a much greater 
to the Gnoftic prolations. ** As the Son," 
fays he, '** is from the Father, fo the wo- 
'* man is from the man," meaning Eve 
from Adam* For here unhappily the 
Woman was intirely detached from the 
man. 

In the oration of Conftantine the union 
o£ the Son with the Father is preferved on 
a more metaphyfical principle, viz. that of 
trie divine nature having no relation to place. 
' * For he that came from him is united to 
^* liim again ; for the feparation and union, 
** being not topically^ but intelleSlualfyy that 
•* which is produced was attended with, no 



non eft. Quod ipfe inferens, non filium negat, fed 

a-lium Deum, ceterufti, alius a patrefilius non eft. — Alium 

enha etiam filium feciffet, quern de aliis excepiflet. Puta 

lolem dicere : Ego fol, et alius praeter me non eft, nifi 

Jfadiusmeus. Ad Praxeam, fe£t. 18. Opera, p. 510. 

• Ut quemadmodum de patre eft filius, fie et de viro 
tnulier. Queftiones in V. T. 21. Opera, vol. 4. p. 713. 

Vol. IL I ^' lofs 



I 
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?* lofs of any thing within the Father, as 
" in the cafe of feeds*." 

Juftin Martyr, and others, thought that 
the comparifoii of lighting one lamp at an- 
other happily illuftrated the produdlion of 
the Son from the Father* But it was after- 
wards perceived that, according to this, 
there muft be an intire feparation between 
them. On this idea Hilary objedts to it as 
having been ufed by Hierax^f*. 

* O Se fj fxeivj; Ex«vTwava^o^ay, sif ticznov bvovIm isoCksv • iHima 
Tnq ^laraasMg iurjcpicreag t£, a roTTutagy a>^^ vosp^g ymfjLivm ' v yap 
inMa Tivt Tuv ^alpuav (ii[>^yyy(AV Ci/vem to yevw^iv^ aa-Trep a/x^t 
Ta Bx (TTTspiJi^ciiv. Cap. 3. p. 676. 

+ Sed nee ficut Hicracbas lucernam de lucerna, vel lam- 
padem in diias partes. Dc Trinitate lib» 6. p. 105* 
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SECTION III. 

Why only one Son ivas generated, the ObjeC" 
tion of Generation implying PaJJion confix- 
deredy and why the Son and Holy Spirit did 
not generate^ G?r* 

ANOTHER difficulty that remained 
with the orthodox, was to account for 
the Father having no more than one Son; 
and for this different reafons are given, but 
all of them, as will be imagined, very lame 
ones. If," fays Athanafius, " they fuppofc 
•' the Father to generate at all, it is better, 
** and more pious, to fay that God is the 
*• Father of only one logos, who is the 
** fulnefs of his Godhead, and in whom 
** are all the treafures of knowledge*/' 

Another reafon, given by Ruffinus, is 
more curious, but not more fatisfadtory* 
.** We believe/' fays he, *^ in one only Son of 

* El yap o^wf ymav aulov u7rovo^(riv^ jStXJiov sri kj ivasS^repcv 
Tjpfm smg eivai Xoya ysmHopa rov 3f ov, cj £ri ro 'a>iYipafia mg ^sohflog 
cuHh^ evai^ 01 ^traupoi fsourm tjj? yvaaui^ u<ri, O ratio Brevis, 
Opera, vol. 2- p. 25. r 

I 2 '' God, 
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•* God, our Lord; for one is generated 
** from one, as the fplendor of one light, 
•* and there is one word of the heart. Nei- 
** ther does incorporeal generation proceed 
" to the plural number, nor does it fall 
** into divifion ; where that which is gene- 
** rated is never feparated from that which 
** generates it. It is one, as fenfe to the 
•* mind, as a word to the heart, as courage 
** to the brave, and wifdom to the wife*/* 
He owns, however, that thefe examples arc 
imperfed:. 

The following anfwer of Eufebius tends 
rather to fatisfy us, that it is better that 
there fhould be but one Son of God than 
more of %,them s but for the reafon that he 
alledges, it would have been better ftill that 
there had been no Son at all. " There can 
** be only one Son of God, becaufe in more 
♦* there would be diverfity, and difference, 

* Unicum hunc effe filium Dei dominum npftrum. 
Unus enixn de uno nafcitur : quia et fplendor unius eft lu- 
cis, et unum eft verbutn cordis : nee in numerum plura*- 
lem defluit incorporea generatio, nee in divifionem cadit, 
ubi qui nafcitur nequaquam a generante feparatur. Unicus 
eft ut nicnti fenfus, ut cordi verbum, ut fpjrti virtus, ut (k- 
pientia fapienti. In Symbol, p. 174. 

1 ^' and 
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•* and an introduftion of evil */' He alfo 

compares this cafe to the emiffion of light, 

and not darknefs, from the fun) but then it 

is obvious to remark that there might have 

been many beams of light from the fame fun. 

A much more formidable objedlion ftill 

to this doftrine of paternal generation was, 

tfxat it implies pcijjioriy from which it was 

aix incontrovertible maxim, that the di- 

V'xne nature is exempt. It was particu-* 

la-xly a maxim with the Platoniftg^ and is 

ezscrprefled by Plato himfclf -f*, that genera- 

txcDn is always accompanied with paffion. 

*^ Had it been faid/* fays Bafil, " in the be* 

** ginning was the Son, and not the logos, 

^ * it would have given us an idea of paf- 

*^ fion+." But the anfwer to this was, that 

tlxis myfterious generation of an incorporeal 

being was a very different thing from that 

^ Ey yap 'sistociv Stfok^ trou y^ ^lafopa xj t8 %tifovoi st^oywyn. 
Demonftratio, lib, 4. cap. 3. p. 147. 

i" FiyiETm $n 'voeRcav ytnngy nm a» n *so&oiTn * 3n^ ag tmoim 
^^fXJi >c£wa atinifi Big tw hvlBpav &Jh fjiilaSaa'af, Plato De Lte- 
gikua, lib. 10. p. 668. Ed Geneva. 

t El if uiFi¥ i» opX" ^ ^^^i} *^ 'vpwnffyopia tk vih <n/veiayi>&sv 
^^n mep TH 'src&ni moia. Horn. 16. Opera, vol. i. p. 
436, 

1 3 which 
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which is fo called in corporeal ones. In 
anfwer to thofe who faid that God would 
be diminifhed if he produced a Son from 
himfelf, Origen thought it fufficient to 
fay, ** You confider God as corporeal *.'• 
And the fame anfwer was thought to fufficc 
for this objection. G. Nazianzen, in anfwer 
to the queftion, *^ how generation can be 
** without paffion," fays, ** becaufe God is 
*Macorporealf." Again he fays, ^* the 
•* Deity is without paffion, though he ge- 
** neratesj." 

It fhould feem from the pains that were 
taken to anfwer this objection to the doc- 
trine of generation by the eternal Father, 
that it was much ridiculed by the profane 
and heretical wits of that age. They faid 
that *' to the adt of generation there muft 
^* be the concurrence of two perfons.*' To 

■ * AxoT^Bi Jg aulo^; Hj aafxa >£ysiv rov fsralepa )^ rev vtov^ )^ Jiij- 
fn(r^(Xi Tov 's^aispa^ aTTEp £ri ooyfmla cxv^pcoTrm^ fA^y ovap (pwrtv ctcpa^ 
7ov xj aa-afxcclov iffs^av^aa-fisym^ acrav Kvpmg atriav • k7oi Je 'Sny^ St ev 
cojfjuicluico TOTTa ^acmai rov 'ZJcSepa^ jy rov vtov rowov ex totth Ofjixi'^/aHa 
coofjLcSixa; eTrihdrifjLmsvMy tu ^lu^ xj k;^/ KociarMTiv ix Holaraa&ig^ 
^^TTep nixu^ E{«^>j^«/Afv« Comipent, vol. 2. p. 306- 
• t Ua; av w £(4.7ra^g n yswscng j oli ourafjiMTog* Or. 35. p.- 563* 
J ATfol^BSya^To^siov^ ^uyeysvmsv. Ibid. Or. 23. p. 422. 

thi^ 
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this Ruffinus gravely anfwers, ** Do not 

*' think that God needs any. marriage to ge- 

^^ nerate a Son/' *' My heart," he fays, 

^* throws out a good logos, (i. e.) I have 

** £rom eternity generated a Son from my- 

*^ lelf ; and know, O man, thy heart gene- 

** rates counfel without a wife*." 

** God and man," fays Damafcenus, *' do 

** not generate in the fame manner; for 

** God being exempt from time, origin, 

^* paffion, fluxion, or body, and alone with- 

** out end, generates without regard to time, 

- ** origin, paffion, or fluxion ; fo that this 

^* incomprehenfible generation has neither 

*• beginning nor end-f*." This paflTage is 

curioufly enlarged upon by Billius, his Com- 

* Ne putares aliquo conjugio indiguIiTe Deutir, undo 
fiKum gcneraret : eruftavit (inquit) cor meum verbum bo» 
i^uniy id eft, ex me ipfo aeternaliter genui fillum. Hodie 
^r tuum, homo, general confilium : nee quaeris uxoremt 
wP(*. 44. Opera, vol. 2. p. loi. 

t Nee eodem modo, Deus et homo gignunt. Deus 
tnim, ut qui temporis, et principii, pafEonifque, et fluxi- 
^1 ac corporis, expers eft, folufque fine careat, ita citra 
*^pusquoque, ac principium, et paffionem, atquefluxi- 
**Wjm, et fine ullo venereo congreflu, gi^nit ; ac nee prin- 
^um nee finem habet incomprehenfibilis ipfius generatio. 
0«hod. Fid. lib. i, cap. 8. p. 260. 

' 1 4 mentator. 
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inentator*, The dodrine of the genera^ 
tion of the Son, fays Hilary, is much ridi- 
culed, as they; fay it implies the ncceffity 
of a wife to God, &c*f-. 

Another equally trouhlefome objeaioii 
to this dodlrine of divine generation, was, 
that there might be no bounds to it. If 
the Father, they faid, can generate a fon, 
the Son alfo, having the fame powers, might 
generate alfo, arid the Spirit likewife, if he 
was properly God, and had all the energy 
of God '' If," fays Photius, *' the Son be 
•* generated from the Father, and the Spirit 
•^ proceed from the Father and the Son, 
•* why ihould it be peculiar to the Spirit, 

* Gignit igitur aflidue pater filium perfedtiffimuni, uf 
ab aeterno genuit, neque ab hujufmodi gignendi officio dc- 
fiturus eft unquam. — Et in hoc raanifeftum eft difcrimen 
generationis hujus divinae ad humanum quae finem habet^i 
et tandem ex impotentia ceflat, cum ingravefcente aetate. 
ftcrilefcunt prius fcecundi parentes : ficut in aliis plerifquq 
{iglllatim et certa quadam ferie in littera digeftis, faae dus 
generationes ab in vicem difcrepare dignofcuntur. Or-. 
thod. Fid. lib. i. cap. 8. p. 264. 

t Nam ft filius neceffe eft ut et faemina fit, et collo- 
quium fermonis, et conjpunftio conjugalis verbi ethlandi- 
mentum, et poftremum ad generandum naturalis machi- 
nula. Contra Conftantium, Opera, p. 328* 

• ** that 
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** that another fhould not proceed from 
*' him * ?" To this he fuggefts no fatif- 
factory anfwer. 

The Macedonian, in Athanafius, does 
afJign a reafon, fupppfing it not to be in it- 
felf impoffible, but only improper. ** Both 
•* the Macedonians, and the orthodox," fays 
he, "- fuppofe that the Spirit could have 
*^ generated a fon, as well as the Father; 
** but that he did not chufe to do it, left 
** there fhould be a multiplicity of Gods J/* 

Notwithftanding all thefe objedlions, the 
importance of this dodlrine of the gene- ' 
ration of the Son from the Father was 
thought to be fo great, that it was repre- 
fented as if the very being of the Father 
himfelf depended upon it. '^ If there had 
** been no fon," fays Gregory NylTen, 
** there could have been no Father ; if no 
** beam, no fun ; if no image, no fub- 

* E7i 3e, Et £« T8 'tsa^^Q^ viog y£yswy)7a<, to 3e tanvyLiz ac ns nsa- 
Tpog t^muix vcTroptuelcu . tij Ji KMvolofjua th 'msvficSoq^ fji;^ xj elsffov rt 
oJIh sioreTropeueff^ou. £p. 2. p. 53. 

lot yanm^ai mm • MAK /Na« iwcSou a>0^ iva im ^soymaviiiax^a' 
fuvriloH vont. Con. Mac, Dial. !• Opera, vol. 2. p. 273. ' 

*' ftance." 
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**ftance*/' Athanafius reprefents this 
generation as a neccflary confequence from 
the nature of deity. " If God," he fays, 
" is a fountain, and light, and a father, it 
•' cannot be that a fountain fliould be dry, 
•* that light (hould be without beams, or 
*^ God without logos; left he fhould be 
" without wifdom, without reafbn, and 
*« without light +." 

Cyril of Alexandria alfo compares the 
relation of the Son to the Father to that of % 
fplendor to the fun, and heat to the fire, 
both being infeparable, and alfo coevaL 
And though the fun, he fays, emits fplen- 
dor, and the fire heat, yet the fun cannot 
be without its fplendor, nor the fire with- 
out its heat J. But this did not apply to 

* Ei av s« >iv wof, iffavlag ah 6 'sroilrjp ijv . « wk nv to wjrauyoto'fAa^ 
ah TO aTTovyaiov w • ei nfcnvo x^om^} ^mavla^ nh n VTCoroun^ ys». 
Opera, vol. 2. p. 900. 

\ E< 'stutu xJ ^cyj xj 'ssclhp sriv ^£05, a hzyn^ eitthv hIe ttjv wryntf 
^Yjpavy ale to f ojj %ayi5 axliv®"^ tile tov Scov x^P^i ^oy«, iva fitj offofos 
xj o^oycf xj a^efyns n Seof. Eplft. ad Serapionem, Openii 
vol. I. p. 167, 

J Nihil enim aliud nomen fontis nobis fignificat, quam 
ut ex quo : filius vero in patrc et ex patre eft non profluen^ - 

foras, 
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the Son, or the fpirit, for the Father only 
was confidered as the fountain of deity. 

It was a queftion even among the Arians, 
whether God could be called a Father be- 
fore the creation of Chrift *• 

Farther, it was confidered as reproachful 

to the Father, not to be able to generate a fon. 

** The heretics," fays Novatian, *' reproach 

*' the Father, when they fay he could not ge- 

** nerate a fon, who fhould be God •!•/' Epi- 

foras, fed aut quafi a fole fplendor, aut quafi ab igne infita 
fibi calidltas. In his enim exemplis unum ab una produci, 
ct ambo confempiterna fic effe confpicimus, ut aliud ^bf- 
que alio nee ^&. poflit, nee naturae fuae rationem retinere. 
Quomodo enim erit fol, fplendore privatus ? vel quomodo 
crit fplendor, nifi fol fit a quo defluat ? ignis vero quomodo 
crit calore carens ? vel calor unde manabit, nifi ab ign6, 
aut ^b alio forfan non procul a fubftantiali qualitate ignis 
^isje6te ? Sicut igitur quae ab iftis profluunt, fimul cum 
illisfunt unde profluunt, ae femper unde fluant oftendunt: 
fic In unigenito intelligendum eft. In Joan. lib. i. cap. i. 
Opera, vol. i. p. 600. 

Tiyvovlcu h }^ ev Apsiavoi; ^laipecreig^ di ouliexv rotauhjv msi 

tv^sffsif afoJJaff, « ^uvalai y^.mpo m uTrorwcu tov viov^ o Sgo^ xaXe*- 
<^^«na]>jp, Socrat. Hift, lib. 5. cap 23. p. 300. 

t Haec enim contumelia haereticorum ad ipfum quoque 
Deum patrem redundabit, fi Deus Pater Filium Deum ge- 
Wrarenon potuit. Cap. 4. p. 32* 

phanius 
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phanius thought it reproachful to the uni-» 
tarians, that they ihould fay that the Father 
was ayov^^ i. e. uuable to generate a fon*. 

The orthodox, it muft be allowed, took 
pains enough to do away this reproach; 
but it was at the rifque of expofing their 
fcheme to ridicule, as muft have been per- 
ceived already. They themfelves even pro- 
ceeded fo far as to (peak of the labours of 
the Father in generating the Son, For 
mention is aftually made of this circum- 
ftance in a ferious hymn of Synefius on this 
fubjeft i the Son being called Jtp* A*iov n ao^ 
X*u/txrt, a great birth •, Hymn 2. Opera, p. 
317, and in Hymn 4. p. 336, there occurs 
the phrafe aS'iva, flyctTpC^*. 

Ambrofe fpeaks of the womb of the Fa- 
ther -f-. What could the heretics, alluded 

* Oi;7®- & H }£yei /wiw^aw, iia to 'snrynv esvat rov 'srcSepa^ eOO^ 
IJtjmv ^eov, onca^asv oaav ro xaf aulav Tijy ts i/mj ^eohla j^ inroraa'Pf^ j^ 
TH ayiH 'meufjuzi^ ' zxfi^v 3k aSav rav 'orcilepa sva Seov, aeyovov vts, «; 
GVM ra iuo oS£}<n iffalepa x^ vm ' rw /nv 'SFoSspa ocyovcv ms, )^ oacatp- 
^ov TovXoyw ^ iavlog jy aoftag oT^amg. Hser. 65. Opera, voL 
1. p. 609. 

t Sicut enim finus patris fpiritalis intelligitur intimum 
quoddam paternae charitatis naturaeque fecretum, in quo 
femper eft filius, ita etiam patris fpiritali$ et vulva inte* 

rioris 
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to in the following paflage of Cyril of 
Alexandria, have faid more ? ** Thofe who 
** do not approve of the dodtrine, when they 
** hear of the Father generating from his 
** womb, underftand a real womb, and a 
'* real child-birth *." 

At length the orthodox learned to be 
lefs confident, and more modeil on this 
fubje<3;; reprefenting it as a myfterious thing, 
and incapable of any explanation. Indeed, 
Irena^us exprefled his fenfe of the difficulty 
of this fuBjedl at an early period ; but it 
was in opppfition to the Gnoftics, who 
made no difficulty at all of the prolation of 
one incorporeal being from another. ** If 
** any perfoh," fays he, ^* aik how is the 
** Son produced from the Father, we fay 
*-that this produftion, whether it be called 
** generation, or nuncupation^ or adaper- 

^oris arcanum, de quo tanquam ex genetali alio proceffit 
%s. Denique diverfe legimus nunc vulvam patris, nunc 
P^r .ejus, quo verbum erudavit. De Benedidionibus 
Patriarcharum, Opera, vol. i. p. 412. 

* Haec qui refte dici negant, quuQi generare patrem ex 
tttero audiant, uterum, et dolores partus intelligunt. In 

John, cap. 4 Opera, yol. I. p* 608, 

•« tiop. 
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*' tion, or by whatever other name, this 
*' ineffable generation be called, no one 
'^ knows I neither Valentinus, nor Mar- 
*' cion, nor Saturninus, nor angels, nor 
** archangels, nor principalities, nor powers ; 
*^ but the Father only who generated, and 
" the Son who was generated*/' 

However, in general, thofe who followed 
him complained of no difficulty in this bu- 
finefs, as we have fecn. Conftantinc inti- 
mates that '* the generation of the Son may 

* Quandoquidem et Dominusj ipfe filius Dei, ipfum 
judicii diem et horatn conceiiit fcire folum patrem, mani- 
fefte dicens : De die autum ilia, et hora nemo fcit, neque 
filius, nifi pater folus. Si igitur fcientiam di'ci illius films 
non erubuit referre ad patrem, fed dixit quod verum eft ; 
neque nos erubefcimus, quae funt in quaeflionibus majors 
fecundum nos, rcfcrvare Deo. Nemo enim fuper magif- 
trum eft. Si quis itaque nobis dixerit ; quomodo ergo 
filius prolatus a patre eft ? dicimus ei, quia prolationem 
iftam, five geherationem, five nuncupationem five adaper- 
tionem, aut quolibit quis nomine vocaverit generationem 
ejus inenarrabilem exiftentem, nemo novit ; nonValentinus, 
non Marcion, neque Saturninus, neque Bafilides, neque 
angeli, neque archangeli, neque principatus, neque potef- 
tates, nifi folus qui generavit pater, et qui natus eft filius. 
Lib. 2. cap. 48. p. 176. 

*' be 
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•* be underftood by thofe who are beloved 
'** of God*." 

Confidering the time in which Novatian 

wrote, it is rather extraordinary that he 

fliould cxprefs himfelf with fo much mo- 

defliy as he does. *' The Son/' fays he, *- is 

" not a mere found, or voice, but the fub- 

" ftance of the power of God prolated ; 

"with which facred and divine nativity, 

" neither the apoftles, nor prophets, nor the 

" angels, were acquainted; but the Father 

" and the Son only \r 

We do not wonder at this modefly in 

later times, when the orthodox had been 

long teized with objedlions, to which they 

had not been able to make any fatisfadtory 

anfwer. Phaebadius fays, '* the Father ge- 

. " nerated the Son, but no one knows 

Tjjy mr/fffiwryusm ratUny, Kle^av 3c mv el mS'ih culiag^ ng rov Aoyw^ 
ha wfovokx ^alcu^ )^ oaii^u^ og ouivoi fi>joi uvro^x^^* Oratio, 
cap. II. p. 688. 
tQui non in fono percufli aeris, aut tono coaclse de vifce- 
ribus vocis accipitur ; fed in fubftantia prolatas a Deo vir- 
tues agnofcitur ; ciijus facrse et divinae nativitatis arcana 
necapoftolusdidicit, nee proplietes compcrit, nee angelus 
fcivit, nee creatura cognovit, Filio foli nota funt, qui 
patris fecreta cognovit. Cap. 31. p, 120. 

*' from 
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^* from whence*;*' , meaning, probably^ 
from what part of himfelf ; for that the 
Son was generated from the fubftance of 
the Father, was never doubted by thole 
who were reckoned orthodox. At prefent 
this generation is efteemed to be as great a 
myftery as any other circumftance relating 
to the trinity. But this only cuts off all 
defence of it, and is by no means any an- 
fwer to the objections made to. it. 



SECTION IV. 

Whether the Generation of the Son was in Time^ 
and alfo whether it was a voluntary or in^ 
voluntary ASf of the Father.* 

A DMITTING this myfterious generation, 
and fuppofing all objeftions removed, 
there ftill remain two qtieftions to be con- 
fidered, viz. at what time did this event 
take place ; and was this generation on the 
part of the Father voluntary y or involuntary. 

* Genuit quidem filium Pater, fed nemo felt unde;' Bib. 
Pat. vol. 5. p. 266. 

With 
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With rcfped to thefe qucftions, all the 
early Fathers, indeed, all before the council 
of Nice, fay that the Son was generated in 
time^ that there was a time when God was 
without a Son ; and that this generation 
took place immediately before the creation, 
in order to the Son's being inftrumental in 
it. Of courfe, they either exprefsly faid, 
or muft have fuppofed, that the generation 
of the Son was voluntary^ fo that the Father 
might have chofen to be without a Son. 
But in a more advanced ftate of orthodoxy, 
after the council of Nice, thefe opinions 
were confidcred as very exceptionable and 
heretical. The language then was, that 
God was always a Father^ in the pro- 
per fenfe of the w^ord, as there had always 
been a Son ; and though they did not 
chufe to fay that God did any thing nem 
c^Jfmly^ yet they fcrupled not to intimate, 
in lefs ofFenfive cxpreffions, that it was 
foin fad. 1 Aiall produce a variety of paf- 
%es from the Fathers in proof of thefe 
?ffertions, and fhall difpofe them nearly 
in the order of time, that the above-men^- 
Vott IL K tioned 
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tioned change in their language and fenti- 
ments may be mqre eafily perceived. 

Tatian reprefents the Father as *' having 
** been alone before the creation of the 
** world, that every thing was in him, 
** by the power of the logos, and the logo$ 
" itfelf ; that at his will the logos came 
^* out of him, who was a fimple being, and 
^* became the firft produftion of his Spirit. 
^* This logos,** he fays, *' was the «px" to 
** the external world,-' or the fource from 
which it proceeded^, 

Theophilus fays, " John fays, In the be- 
** ginning was the word, and the word was 
** with God, fhewing that at firft God 
*^ was alone, and the logos in him -f-/* 

noOa (jisv mv fArihTra ysymfJi^mf ^oinaiv fiovo^ nv* ko&o de iBOffot 
iwa/jugj o^cHm te ^ aopotim aulog vTro^ccaig-nvy aw aula 'SJotvIa • cw 
aula yof iia ?JoyiKyig iuvctfuagj aulog J^ >^oq^ 0; nv sv at/7co, inrt-^ 
nvn . ^sT^jAoOi h mg aTTT^rHog coHh wf ow>iSa Xoyog • h 7\oyog ^ 
uala KSV3 xa}^(r^) e^ov 'SJ^alolokov ra 'mzviioSog yrnlai. Ttlov lo/oy 
rnKocrfM rrpf ct^^nv. Ad Graecos, fe<ft. 7. p. 20. 

+ E| fiw laamg xcyct • bv apxy\ w >>oyog^ )^ ^oy®- w 'srpog tov 
9sdv hiHwg oil sv 'mpafloig fMVog w 9eof, x) ev aula ;^oy©". 
Lib. 3. p. 30. 

Clemens 



€€ 
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Clemens Alexandrinus evidently fuppofed 
that there was a time before either the 
world or the Son exifted ; for, he fays, '* He 
*^ fhewed that he was righteous by the 
logos from of old, from the time that he 
became a Father ; for he was God before 
he was a creator, and he was good ; and 
" on this account he chofe to be a creator, 
"and a Father*/* ' In another paflage, 
fpeaking of the logos as equal to God, 
" calling him '^ the divine logos, God 
**iBoft manifeft, made equal to the Lord of 
*^all, and before the fun, as being his Son, 
** and the logos that was in God," he fpeaks 
of him as " deriving his origin from the will 
"of the Father f/' He fays that '' the lo- ^ 
'* gos was before Lucifer J/* '* Do you en- 

To iuteuQ9 3e -niuv Six th T^a £\iiimvlai ts taiSi^ • pai^sv avom 
Vi {f Jia T»7o jj^ SvifMifgyoi sivcu x^ 'adkf r^e^o-ev. Ped. lib« i . 

^P«9. p. 127. 

inA&g. oil w viog ouIh, )y o >^yoi w w t« Sew. — Tax^^a h eig 
wbIi? aAfo^rag 3i«3bd«f , hariov viT^h eI av%; avcilEi^ag rng ^sraSgiJcyi; 
fif^>»iir£ag^paraiyjuv ettbxocijl'^e TovSew.Ad Gentes, p, 68. 

7W im a^ Seoj w o yoyog. Ibid. p. 5, 

K 2 *' quire 
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*' quire about the generation of the logos/* 
faysHippolitus, ** God the Father generated 
** whom he pleaifed, and as he pleafed *." 
*' We believe/' fays Athanafius, '' that God 
*^ generated him fpontaneoully, and volvn- 
*' tarilyf;' 

Tertullian exprcfsly fays, that " God was 
^' not always a Father or a judge; fince.hc 
*^ could not be a Father before he had a 
*' Son, nor a judge before there was. jQnjj 
** and there was a time when both fin 
*' and the Son, which made God to be a 
*^ judge and a Father, were not J/' The 
fame is alfo implied in the following paf- 
fage, *' At firft, before the Son made his 

appearance, God faid, let there be light, 






cogv&eMo'EvJ In Noetiun, fedt. 16. Opera, p. 18. 

cui)^ oculov >y eSeXcvIuv viov yeyswmsvM sucre^o); v7rei>^YifafA£v, De 
Syn. Arim^ Opera, vol. i. p. 898. 

J Quia et pater Dcus eft, et judex Deus eft, non tamen 
ideo pater et judex femper. Nam nee pater potuit efle 
ante filium, nee judex ante deliftum, Fuit autem tempus 
cum et deliduin et filius non fuit quod judicem et qui pa- 
trem Dominum feccrit. Ad Hcrmogenem, cap. 3. Opera 

P- 234' 

^' anc 
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** and there was light ; the word itfelf was 

** immediately the true light; for from 

** that time Chrift the word aflifted, and 

•' adminiftered* God would that things 

" fhould be, and God made them*.'* But 

the following paflage is perhaps ftill more 

exprefs. •*' If that/' fays he, *' which was 

" in God, and came out of God, was not . 

"without a beginning, viz. wifdom, which 

"was produced from the time that God 

"determined to make the world, much 

"more muft things that are without God 

"have a beginning -f-." 

*' Chrift," fays Novatian, ^^ is always ia 
" the Father, left he fhould not always be 
" a Father ; but the Father muft in fome 

* Primum quidem, nondum. filio apparente, et dixit 
Dcus, fiat lux, et fafta eft : ipfe ftatim fermo lux vera, 
, quae illuminat hominem venientem in hunc mundum, et 
per ilium mundialis qubqi^e lux; Exinde autem in fer- 
nione Chrifto adfiftente, et adminftrante, Deus voluerit 
fieri, et Deus fecit. Ad Praxeam, feft. 12. Opera, p. 506. 

t Si enim intra dominum quod ex ipfo, et in ipfo fuit,- 
fine initio non fuit, fophia fcilicet ipfius, exinde nata et 
condita, ex quo in fenfu Dei ad opera mundi difponenda 
casjiwtagitari, multo magis, non capit fine initio quicquam 
fuilTe quod extra dominujji fuerit. Ad Hermogenem, feift.^ 
i8- p. 239. 

K 3 ' " fenfe i 
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** fenfe precede him ; for he is prior as 
^* Father. For in fome way it is neceflary 
' ^* that he who has no origin precede him 
*• who has an origin. He, therefore, when 
** the Father would, proceeded out of the 
*' Father, and he who was in the Father, 
** came out of him *." Again, he fays, 
** nothing was before Chrift, but the Fa* 
*^ ther+;" and in another place, he fays, 
** from whom," [viz. God] ** and when he 
** chofe, the Son, the word, was generated J.*' 
" God," fays L'aftantius, *' the framer 
^* and ordainer of all things, before he un- 

* Semper enim in patre; ne pater non femper fit pater: 
quit! et pater ilium etiam quadam ratione praecedit, quod 
neccfle eft quadammodo prior fit qua pater fit. Quoniam 
atiquo pa£to antecedat necefie eft, eum qui habet originem 
ille qui originem nefcit. Hie ergo quando pater voluit, 
procefSt ex patre ; et qui in patre fuit, proceffit ex patre. 
Cap. 31. p. 121. 

•\ Ante quern nihil praeter Patrem. Cap. 1 1. p, 32. 

X Eft ergo Deus pater omnium inftitutor et creator 
folus originem nefciens, invifibilis, immenfus, immortalis, 
aeternus, unus Deus, cujus neque magnitudini, neque ma- 
jeftati neque virtuti quicquam non dixerim praeferri, fed 
nee comparari poteft. Ex quo, quando ipfe voluit, fermo 
filius natus eft. Cap. 3 1 . p. 120; 

'* dertook 
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«* dertook the conftrudlion of this world, 
** generated an incorruptible fpirit, which 
"he called his Son*." 

Eufebius, fpeaking of God intending to 
form the material world, as well as angels, 
and the fouls of men, fays *' he thought of 
** making one to govern and diredt the 
** whole/' and then he proceeds to defcribe 
the generation of the Son, as being ** the 
"proper wifdom of the Father +•'' In the 
fame work he fays, " light is emitted he- 
" ceflfarily from the fiin ; but the Son be- 
"came the image of the Father from 
" his knowledge and intention, and when 

* Deus igitur machinator, conftitutorque rerum, ante 
^U2im pi^clarum hoc opus mundi adoriretur, ran£ium, in* 
corruptibilem fpiritum genuit, quem filium nuncuparet.' 
Inftit. lib. 4. feft. 6. p. 364. 

t ^po^a£a}y to /i£^^ov, out 0eo^, t^i 'Sfpoyvao^i^ awiSav rsy vnikv 
OKolky w€pi yevsffsa; £v fJisyaXu (TUfjcali nztpoiM ^£>]^of(£va)v. — ^Bs^ 
V yap $£oj, o/e fwvof , «f ayaS©", arya^ te isaH®' a^xu ;^ Wffrn% 
'^ ooSk hfjow^m 'srXEut; aTCo^M Kotvma^ * afi te fjt£>>m trpf 7^' 
7^ iraaov m^oSa^^a^oa kIio'iVj acruixalag Tivag voB^ag t^ ^la; ii/va» 
Wi ayyexsf T£ )^ ofXi^yytKm^ scu>a re ;^ 'sravhi Ho&a^a *m&jyLc[la% 
•food h-\>vxpi^ cuAfoTTuv Eva rov rng ivi/juH^eia; aTraOYig oPtO' 

«ionftratio, lib. 4. cap. i. p. 145. 

K 4 '[ he 
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*' he pleafcd, he became the Father of a 

It was thought by fome of the ancients, 
as Beaufobre fays ( Hiftoire de Mani-^ 
cheifme, vol. i.- p. 264) that angels were 
made before the viiible world, and that Sa- 
tan was their prince. The Son, therefore, 
being generated immediately before the vi- 
iible world, -muft have been pofterior to 
Satan I and upon this idea, Athanafius, in. the 
dialogue which he is fuppofed to have had 
with Arius, obferves, that if he worfhipped 
the jirji of creatures^ he muft worfliip Satan. 
That Satan was the firft of creatures, was 
inferred from Job xl. 19. where it is faid 
oi Behemoth (which was thought to repre- 
fent Satan) that he is the chief of the works 
of God, in the Septuagent,^ fltp%»j, the begin- 
ning^. 

tiy^ciiv uTTsm TJi ^ai^o; . ^hT^Sbi^ yof o ^sog ysyovev um 'SJocIn^. De- 
monfi-'ratio, lib. 4. cap. 3. p. 148. 

* O Secjj TO) Icofo x^/^^^^^t ^^^^ ^^ '^^f * '^^ (Tolava^ nflealtf 
a^X^ 'SJ^«o'/>6a7o$ Kv^ia ^e7rQi'i:i/,£VYi £f/.7rai^s(T^M vttq rav ayye>iCov fjLHm 

' nsapiTifKTeg 
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We are now advanced as far as the coun- 
cil of Nice, without finding any other opi^ 
nion than th^t of the Father generating the 
Son ^voluntarily, and in time ; but now we 
come to a ftriftcr kind of orthodoxy, and 
between them we find fome little incon- 
fiftency in what Hilary has advanced on 
this fubjed. 

In ferae paffages he fecms'to be clearly of 

the opinion of thofe who went before him. 

Thus he fays, ** God the Father is the 

•* caufe of all, being abfolutely without be- 

" ginning, and alone. The Son was pro- 

*' duced by the Father before all time, be- 

'* ing created and founded before the ages. 

*' He was not before he was generated ; but 

•• being generated before time, and before 

^* all things. He alone fubfifted from the 

*' Father alone. He is neither eternal nor 

^* co-eternal — for God is before the Son, 

** as we learned of thee, O Pope," to whom 

Ills work is addreffed, ** preaching in full 

^of EnKTSv Umoii . lod ?£ fTQ/pvTaujhaL h&^nTna^^ ok ix uui ■'sr^oliPcf 

Opera, vol. 2. p. 120, 
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" congregation/* Again, he fays, ^^ He is 
** his chief, as his God, fince he is before 
•* him*/* " I do not know," fays he, 
** when the Son was generated; but it 
** would be wickednefs in me to be igno- 
** rant that he was generated -f-/' 

That Hilary did exprefs this Opinion is 
evident from Auftin's cenfuring him for af- 
cribing eternity to the Father only:};; and 

* £t quidem Deus pater caufa eft omnium, omnino fine 
initio folitarius : Filius autem fine tempore editus eft a pa- 
tre, et ante fecula creatus et fundatus. Non erat ante- 
quam nafceretur : fed fine tempore ante omnia natus, fi>lus 
a fi>lo patre fiibfiftit. Nee enim eft aeternus, aut co-aster- 
nus, aut fimul non faftus cum patre, nee fimul cum patre 
habet efie, ficuti quidam dicunt, aut aliqui duo non nata 
principia introducentes, fed ficut unio eft principium om- 
nium, fie et Deus ante omnia eft. Propter quod et ante 
filium eft, ficut et a te didicimus, papa, media in ecclefia 
praedicante, Principatur autem ei, utpote Deus ejus, cun; 
lit ante ipfum. Lib. 4. p. 60. loi. 

+ Nefcio enim quando natus fit filius, et nefas eft milri 
nefcire quod natus fit. Lib. 2. p» 27. 

X Et quia non mediocris aufloritatis in traflatione fcrip- 
turarum, et aflertione fidei vir extitit, Hilarius enim hod 
in libris fuis pofuit, horum verborum, id eft, patris et ima- 
ginis et muneris ; aeternitatis et fpeciei et ufus, abditam 
fcrutatus intelligentiam quantum valeo non eum fecutum 

arbitror 
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et in other paflages of this work Hilary 

olds a different language, " Where there 

•** i$ always a Father," he fay$, " there is 

^* always a Son*/' « You think it, O he- 

^* retic, pious and religious to fay that God 

•' always was, but that the Father was not 

^* always +." Again, he fays, ** to deny 

^^ the eternity of Chrift is a fin againft the 

^' Holy Spirit J." 

This inconfiftency in Hilary may perhaps 
l)e explained by the following maxims of 
iis, viz. " That is eternal which is before. 
^•time§.*' By thus making that to be 

arVitror in aetcrnitatis vocabulo, nifi quod pater non habet 
patrem de quo fit, filius autem de patre eft ut fit, atque ut 
iUi co-xternus fit. De Trinitate, lib. 6. cap. 9. Opera^ 
7oL 3. p- 332. 

♦ Ubi autem femper pater eft, femper et filius eft. J^ib. 
\%. p. 305. 

t Pium tibi ac religiofum, hasretice, exiftimas, Dei^oi 
femper quidem, fed non femper patrem confiteri? Ibid, 
p. 309. 

X Peccatum autem in fprritum eft, Deo virtutis potef- 
tatem negare, et Chriflo fubftantiam adimere aeternitatij. 
In Matt. Opera, p. 519* 

$ £terum autem eft, quicquid tempus excedit. Lib. 
h. p. 307. 

eternal 
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eternal Which preceded the creation, when 
time was fuppofed to commence^ he might 
fey that the generation of Chrift was from 
eternity, and yet mean that he had not al- 
ways been generated.- 

After this time the opinion of the catho- 
lic chriftians was invariably in favour of a 
proper eternal generation •, and in this they 
were affifted by the genuine principles of 
Platonifm; according to which the crea- 
tion, and confequently the nous or logos, its 
immediate author, was from eternity. Till 
this time the Platonizing chriftians had 
only held fo much of Platonifm as they 
had been able to retain confiftently with the 
univerfally received doctrines of revelation, 
one of which was fuppofed to be that there 
was a time before God made the world, or 
had a Spn. They were, therefore, obliged 
to hold that there w^s a time when the Fa* 
ther was alone , the Son having no exiftence, 
but as the reafon of the Father. But as, in ^ 
the courfe of this controverfy, the perfonal 
dignity of Ghrift advanced, which it uni- 
formly did, they came to think with t,he 

Platonifts, 
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I^latonifts, that the logos might have been 

from eternity, though the creation had not. 

They then argued as the Platonifts had 
done, that the effeSi (and fuch they never 
fcrupled fo call Chrift) might always have 
co-exifted with its caufe. When it was 
objeifted that, " if the Son and Spirit be 
^* eternal, they muft be without caufe, 
" like the Father," Gregory Nazianzen 
replies, V that efFecSs are fometimes cotem- 
^' porary with their caufes, as is the cafe 
•^ with the fun and his light*.'* 

The difficulty about involuntary genera- 
tion was not got over fo well as that relat- 
ing to its taking place before all time. 

". The Father," fays Auftin, '* generated 
^* the Son neither neceflarily, nor volun- 
^* tarily, becaufe there is no neceffity in 
" God. The will cannot be before wif- 
^* dom, which is the Son." He theft afks, 

^ ♦* Do you, O heretic,, fay whether the Fa- 
^* ther exifted neceifarily, or voluntarily *." 

* Ati^ov ?£ TO adiov cog. s isravliog — ^^z^^ulspov rav oiv sriv culiov^ 
ahyap TH^c>ilogn>dog. Or. 35. Opera, p. 563, 

* Voluntate genuit pater filium, an necefEtate ? Nee 
Yoluntate, nee neceiBtate ; quia neceflitas in Deo non eft : 

prseire 
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Chryfoftom, after reprefenting eruSiation as 
an involuntary thing, dcfcants upon GocJ'? 
cruAating a good logos. ** It was not the 
'* ftomach/' he fays, */ but the heart j and 
** what did he erudtate ? not meat or drink, 
*^ but the good logos, his only begot- 
•'ten'f-." Cyril of Alexandria feems to 
fay, that Chrift, being the will of th^ Fa- 
ther, it is abfurd to aflc whether he was 
generated voluntarily, or involuntarily J. - 
In a creed drawn up by the bifhops in 
the eaft, and fent to thofe in the weft (in 
which the Arian doftrines of the creation of 
the 5on out of nothing, and of there ever 
having been a time when he was not, are con- 
demned, the opinion that the Father did not 

praeire autern voluntas fapientiam non potel^, quod 6ft 
filius : igitur prius eft rationabiliter fapere, quam rationa- 
bilitcr velle. Die, inquit, et tu Jiaeretice, Deus pater ne- 
ceffitate eft Deus, au voluntate ? Queft, 65, Opera, vol. 
4. p. 678- 

ciry/ivJi Tn t^ a^rsf n, T^yov ayajov, tov 'Sjspi ts fMvoysva^. In Pf, 
44. Opera, vol. 3. p. 207. 

i De Tfinitate, lib. 2. vol. 2. p. 384. 

generate 
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generate the Son of his free will and choice 
is 1 ike wife coniiemned *• The fame doc-» 
trine is aflerted in another of thofe orien- 
ts creeds, in which it is faid, *' If any one 
" fhall fay that the Son was not generated 
" at the will of the Father, let hhn be 
" anathema ^f*." 

I muft not conclude this fubjeft without 
mentioning the opinion of Origen, viz. that 
there is no time with refped to God ; and, 
thcrefpre, that it piuft be impoffiblp to 
determine when the Son was generated. 
He fays, that ** there is no evening or 
" morning with God, but time of the fame 
" extent with his eternal life. This is the 
** c^ay in which the Son is generated, the 
" beginning of his birth, and the day of his 

^ .Taj Se T^Byovla; cf njt oviav tov ww, h e| slspag wrorao'Ea);^ ^ 
pi £x TO 9e8, }^ oil uv indole xJ^oivoi n cum ole /ayi nv^ U^^isg oii^ev m ayut 
«aSoX«)i voCkvTM . o/wift)j 1^ rng y\^oyla$ rgeig eivau S«f j, u tov xj^irw 
Pi 6iy« ^zcni ns^o twv aumav, /nile xp^^^v /mUe viov ^w eivai aulov^ n roy 
fiwfcv sivai Uale^a »^ Xiov xj ayiov HvEVfiai jy aysmjov *xov viovy n oli 
8 &^« «& hz>y^zi sysvmr&f o nstxlvi^ tov wov, exvaQe/Aixliiei n ceyic^ 
i^eth^fcn sxkKna-ia. Socratis Hift. lib. 2. cap. 19. p. qq. 

t El rig fjtn SeAn^ov?®' ts 'sjoI^o; yrrevwi jScw tcv viov Asyo/, avc^^ 
V«fr«, Ibid. lib. 2. cap. 30. p. 126. 

*' being 



^ 144 Generation of the Son, &c. Book II. 

•** being founded *." But it does not ap- 
pear that any perfon in his time, er for 
inany years after, fuppofed that the Son had 
cxifted always, except as the reafon of the 
eternal Father, an attribute belonging to 
hrm, and not feparated from him. Auftin 
alfo fuppofes that there was no time before 
the creation +. 

According to Plato himfelf, time cannot 

be predicated of what is eternal ; fo that it 

. cannot be faid of God that be was^ or that 

he will be^ but only that he is\. He alfb 

fays that time was made with the heavens §. 

* XI aei m to o'yi.ue^ov^ ax m ya^ EcrTre^cc ^ex. sya ds riynfjLOi ok 
HOB 's^^ouxy >^! aviJt.'TTa^Ezltivoiv 77J ayv.irS'j) )y aiim aula tm^ v 87«j 
117:03^ Xfcvoj, *?//£fa tfiv ao!(o ay^f/,sccv^ £v yi yeyswyilai viog. A^X^ 
yevea-EOi; avia iP.co^ 8% Evpta-KOfAsvy^s^ wj ah tw> ni^E^a;. Comment, 
vol. 2. p. 31- 

t Qiix tempora fuifient quae abs te non condita eflent. 
Confcff. Q^ 1 1, vol. I. p. 190. 

X TaJia Je 'sjavla fu^og %/jovs, ^, to, t »v, to t eroi, %/?<7Wt7f70- 
yolog £/SVj, ^EpovlEg >^v^avofJt,Ev etti mv aiSiov aa-iav^ hk op^ag . T^syofjov 
yap ivi agvtVy eti tc ^ srou ' tyi Je to eti [jlovov^ nala rov oM^ ^oyWi 
ts^poartxEi . TO h w, to, t srai, '^Epi mv ev xpovcoyEVEaiv iHcrcxv ^ups'jrq 
y^ysa^ai. Timaeus, p. 7 1 1. Ad Genevan. 

§ Xpovog y 8v (xe7 upavis ysycvEv^ iva afjux yEwr^EvlEgy Of/a kJ Xu^a^ 
CiVj 00/ 'VsqIe Xujig Tig aviav 7£v>i7«i. Ibid. p. 529. 

1 CHAP. 
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CHAPTER IV. 

The Inferiority of the Son to the Father^ fhotitHt 
to have been the DoSlrine of all the Anteni^ 
cene Fathers. 

TT is remarkable that, though all the An^^ 
tenicene Fathers were of opinion that 
the Son derived his being from tho Juijiance 
9ftbe Father 9 and before his generation was 
even his own proper wtfJom, power, and 
ail his other effential attributes, they uni- 
formly aflerted, that he was inferior to the 
father, and fubje(3: to him. This was 
certainly unnatural, and a real inconfiftency* 
Fof, admitting the Son to have been what 
they reprefented him, he was, to fay the 
Icaft, fully equal to every thing that could 
conftitute the Fatlier. Indeed, taking from 
the Father all that they fay had conftituted 
the Son, there was nothing of any value 
kft to belong to himfelf . 

Admitting their abfurd notion, that, af- 
ter the generation of fuch a Son (to confti- 
tute whom, all his own effential attributes. 
Vol, IL L in 
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in their fulleft extent, contributed) the Fa* 
ther was not really diminKhed^ but left in alB 
refpeds the fame as if no fuch communica- 
tion of his powers had been made; yet as he 
could not be greater, or more excellent than 
he had been, and the Son had all the perfec- 
tions that the Father had ever been pofleffcd 
of, thefe writers Would naturally have been 
led to maintain the perfeft equality of the 
Son to the Father, as they avStually did fome 
time afterwards. Their not doing this, 
therefore, for feme centuries, clearly dif- 
covers that thefe philofophizing chrifiians 
were in very different fituations at the two 
different times, with refpecSt to their fellow 
chriftians, and the opinions that were gene- 
rally entertained by them^ 

This remarkable faft cannot, I think, te 
accounted for, but upon the fuppofition 
that, while they hefitated to purfue thei 
principle to its proper extent, they we 
reftrained by the fear of popular prejudic 

u 

which would not have borne the doftri 
of the equality of the Son to the Fath 
Or, notwithftanding the tendency of the r 

doArine^ the force of habit v^as fuch, f 

1 
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they could not bring thertifelves at once to 
-change the language, and the ideas to 
■which they and their anceftors had been 
long accuftomed. Now the circUraftance 
which fo long reftrained the natural ope- 
ration pf this new dodtrine of the genera- 
tion of the Son from the fubftance of the 
Father j and of his very being confifting of 
the effential attributes of the Father, could 
be nothing elfe but the eftablifhed dodlriije 
of one God, of unrivalled majefty and power, 
whofe fervant Chrift, as well as all the pre- 
ceding prophets, had always been eonfi- 
. dered. It is evident, from numberlefs paf- 
fages in their writings, that they were 
afraid left the new doftrines of the pre- 
exiftence and divinity of Chrift fhould give 
offence to the common people, who were 
for a long time generally unitarians. This* 
hypothefis only can well account for thefe 
Writers fo fully and fo frequently expreffing 
their belief of the inferiority of the Son to 
the Father^ 

As, in this view, the language they hold 
on this fubjed is an article of confiderable* 
importance, fhewing us their real fituation 

hz and 
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and feelings, I jQiall produce a confiderable 
number of pafTages from the Antenicene 
Fathers, in which their opinion of the in-* 
feriority of the Son to the Father is clearly 
exprefled, and it would have been very eafy 
to have doubled the number. 

I lay but little ftrefs on any paflage in 
the writings of thofe who are called apojio^ 
lical Fat hers y or the epiftles of Ignatius, 
for reafons that have been given in my 
Introdudtion ; but as the compofition of 
them, or the interpolations in them, were 
made in a pretty early age, I fliall felcft a 
few of them. They fliew that the idea 
of the inferiority of the Son to the Father 
was not given up when thofe works were 
compofed. 

Hermas, fpeaking of a vineyard let out 
by its owner, who had many fervants, to 
his fon, when he took a journey, fays, 
** The owner of the eftate rcprefents the 
** Father, the creator of all things ; his 
" fervant, the fon of God ; and the vinc- 
** yard, which he keeps, the people," And, 
giving a reafon why the fon is placed in a 

fervile condition, he iays, *^ it is not a 

fcrvice, 
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• fervice, but a place of great power ; for 
'* tHat he is the Lord of the people, having 

* received all power from the Father */' 
riiis is not the manner in which an ortho* 
dox chrrftian would have expreflfed hintfelf 
on the fubjeit. 

Ignatius commends the Ephefians for 

flieir harmony ; faying, that " they were 

** fo joined, as the church to Chrift, and 

" Chrift to the Father ; that every thing 

"might be in perfeft harmony •!•/* ** Be 

" fubjedl to the biftiop, and to one another, 

" as Jefus Chrift was to the Father ,(ac- 

^ cording to the flefh) and the apoftles to 

" Chrift, the Father, and the Spirit +. Be 

* Dorainus autem fundi demonftratur efle is qui crea- 
yitcnnfbi et confummavit^ et viftutem illis dedit, fervus 
vero ilU filius dei eft. Vinea autem populus eft, quern 
iervat ipTe ' ■ In fervUi conditione non ponitur filius 
iri,.fcd in magna poteftate et imperio — -r- Vides igitur 
ejie dominum populi, accepta a patre fuo omni poteftate. 
Lib. 3» cap. 5f 6. p. 105 • 

£p* k&. 5. p. X3. 

Pminvafum tv ^ ^fmyytalm. Ad Mag« fed. 13. i[>. 2i« 

L 3 *♦ yc 



1 50 Inferiority of the Son Boo k II , 

'* ye imitators of Chrift, as he is of the Fa- 
^' ther*. As our Lord did nothing with- 
" out the Father, being united tp him ; 
*^ neither by himfelf, nor by his apoftles, 
" fo do you nothing without the bifhopj, 
** and the elders •!•/' This language favour? 
of primitive antiquity, and makes me in- 
clined to think that the epiftles are no? 
altpgetljpr forged, but rather interpolated. 
At lead they muft, have been forged in an 
early age. 

Juftin Martyr, who infills fo much on 
the pre-exiftence and divinity of Chrift, 
fpeaking of the logos, fays, '* than whom 
5« we know no prince more kingly, and 
'^ more righteous, after the God who gene- 
f« rated himj." Speaking of the God ia 
heaven, and the God upon earth, who cort 
'v:erfed with Abraham, he fays, *' The for- 
^' mer is the Lord of that Lord who was 

f MifAT^M yivsa^e lutja xp^ra, cog >^ ctvlog th ^sJoSpog aula* Ad 
Philad. fed 7. p. 32. 

•f- na-TTsp av KVfuo; avsu rs naaipog sSb zTroim^^ nva/ievog «v, nk 
ii oujhij iile ha rav a7roro>MV ' aloo^ fMn^B vfjisig cxveu m z'TCicrMOfrH^ J^ 
ray 'Bpsa^vlepm fjLYi^ev 'Sfpaa-asle, Ad. Mag. feft. 7. p. 19. 

J Ou ^a<n>uH(ol<xlov xj SiKcuoJcclov Qtpx^^i f^^ TW ytrnt^osjla Sfoif^ 
ijjfeva oiiufiBif ovhf Apol. I. p. I7t 

f ^ UpQI> 
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^ upon earth, as his Father^ and God, the 
** caufe of his exiftence, and of his being 
^ powerful, and Lord, and God *." Nei- 
*^ tlier Abraham, Ifaac, nor Jacob," he fays, 
^^ nor any man, ever faw the Father, and 
'* ineffable Lord of all, and of Chrift him- 
:felf J but he who by his will was God, 
his Son, a«d an angel, from his being fab- 
Icrvient to his will, who at his pleafufe 
vras made a man, from the virgin, who 
'* alfoin the form of fire appeared t^ Mofcs 
'" inthebuOif.'' 

** Lwill endeavour to convince you who 
'* know the fcriptures, that there is another 
'* v^ho is called God and Lord, befides him 
" that made all things, who is alfo palkd 
" an angel, oa account of his delivering to 
• * man whatever he who is the maker of all 

* Of ;^ Ts ewi 701; w^\» Kupio; criv, fi)g 'acmfip 3^ Seoj, atriog re 
OTfl) T8 RWK, ^ ^uvarc^^ xj Hupia^ )^ ^. Dial, p^ 413. 

Ours iS9 A€paaf4,j are la-aaocj ,HTelaxa€^ are a)^g avQpojireiv 
fl* w 'vampa ]y apptrroy mpiov rav mconm aTTT^g^ f^ outh ts 
Xprs, ci^ exsivcv tov xarra iSsXw mv bxsivh ?^ Swv ovra, um aurny 
ij w^itkxv sx TO VTmptretv nj ywfjoii axmy ov ^ av6po)7rov ytm^tvcu • 
^'^ vapOew jSeffsAirroi, 05 J^ wp nsom ysyove jn is^pog Mo^ea ofu* 
?«»TuflwroT»jj j3ot«. Dial- p. 411, 

h^ /'things, 
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♦^ things, and above whom there is no other 
♦^ God, wills that he ihould deliver *.'* 

Though Chrift was fuppofcd by this 
writer to have made all things, yet there 
was a fenfe ia which the phrafe, maker of 
fll things ^6 voiillni 7VV €ra^%v) was thought to 
be applicable to the Father only. " I will 
** endeavour,** fays he, '* to fhew that he 
♦^ who appeared to Abrahamj^ Jacobs and 
•* MofeSij and who is called' God, is diffe- 
^^ rent from the God that made all things^i 
** &c,— I fay that he never did any thing 
^' but what that God who made all things^, 
^* and ?ibove whom there is no god, willed 
^'that he ihould do or fayf." With a 

* A ^eyo) viipcuroficu vfjia; 'aEio-ou^ voncavra; ra^ ypaipa;^ ori tri 
a^ ^EyETflH 9fo? ^ XJ^pi®' etej ©- [«/9r?^] rov voirrmv tajv o>w, og «J 
qTytX®"" iMc^EfTpu, 3ta TO al7£XX£iy Toig ocii^pmoig ocaarep ffttXixaL aif 
toig olya^ai q twv o>juv rffoinmg^ vTrsp ov a^Ti®" ^sog sit ert. 1% is ac- 
knowledged that this i^sp (hould be *sjapa^ or vtto* Dial. I. 

P- 249- 

-j- liiipouToyiM iffSKTcu yytag oli ^og o te ra A^fcxa/^ i^ ra IcamS J9 tox 

Maa-ei af^cu T^yoi^sv®' x) y^potyumpg ^2og elepog en ts Ta 'saanot 
moiYiaan®' &E2t * api^im %£y(o c^ s tyi tvoj/ah. Ovhv ya^ fnm 
avTov 'sstTTpaxjstai 'osortt n a^ep curog o rov HOdfjLov 'soiivTa/i • <^^ 0? 
aT^g ioc en ^eog^ jSeCs^tjt^i, hm 'upa^ tm oiM^m^M, Qi^* !• 
p. 252. 

view 
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-view to this Origen calls Chrift.the imme^ 
JUate m^ker of the world*. 

Atbenagoras did not coniider Chrifl: as 
the one God^ but one who was employed 
by the one God. *• Our do<ftrine," he fays, 
<* tejichcs us, that there is one God, the 
^' maker of all things— who made all things 
^* by his own logos ^f/' 

Clemens Alexandrinus calls the logos 
** the image of God, the legitimate fon of 
** his mind ; a light, the copy of the light, 
** and man the image of the logos J/' He 
calls the Father the only true God. AU 
luding to the heathen myfteries, he fays, 
^* Be thou initiated, and join the chorus . 
*' with the angels about him who is the 
^* unbegotten and immortal, the only true 
^' God, God the logos joining with us, 
" he being always the one Jefus, the great 
^* high prieft of the one God, and his 

* Tov vpocsxfiig ^niMH^yov. Contra Celfum, lib, 6. p. 317. 

+ Ettsi 3k Xr/og nijuiiv eva Beov cfyei tov raSk TitJerallog 'sronhvj 
ecJkw fjov a y&Ofji£vov {oli to ov a yivilai a>OM to /bOKcy) treiila is Ske ts 
^S!Cipau&\oyiiVi7roinkola, Apol. p. 40. 

5 Kfiev yap th 3« emww, >soyog auk. Km wo; t« i« yvncri®-^ 
o 9iwj Pwyof, ^og apxelvTTcv fa>^. Epiav h ts Xoys, av^ptoTrog. 

^^ Father; 
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*^ Father;, he prays for men, and gives 
'* laws to men */* He fpeaks of Chrift 
as ** fubfervient to his Father's will, and 
^* oilly called God by way of figure •f*. 
** The mediator," he fays, " performs the 
^f will of the Father. The logos is the 
V mediator, being common to both, the 
*^ feal of God, and the Saviour of men. 
" Of the one he is the fervant, but our 
f^ inftrudlor %'' ** There is one unbe- 
** gotten almighty Father, and one firft 
<« begotten, by whom all things were, and 
^* without whom nothing was made» For 
^* .one is truly God, who made the ^px? [the 
** origin] of all things, meaning his firft 
f^ begotteij Son [|," And yet thi5 writer 

* Ei ^sT^ft, JC; (fv fjLVSf Xj %op£y<r£<f fjLet ayyeXuv ofj/pi rov ayevvnioit 
xj avoii7\£^pC(v K; (AJCivov ovlu; $£ov, (rw/z//Avsv7®" nijuv th Ses ^oy«. AiJio^ 
«1oj, I>j(7s$ E/f, A^eyoj ap%iE^fy$ ^ea re svog ts avis xJ fs^alpog, imsp 
OM^^'jrm ivx/lou^ ^ av^^w^oij eyKs^^svelai, Ad Gcijtes, p. 74. 

•j^ 0£O$ £V avS^WTTS cr%>i/Lw:7i, axpoLvlog^ 'zsalpixco ^eXi/ifjuxIt i^icxKovog^ 

HmcI. p. 80. 

J Ka« TO ^s}^Ttifju» Ts 'Bja}pog fuatlng uclzy^i • fAeciivg yap Aoy©:, 
Kotvog afjt^oiv, 0£cv jK£v i/io;, ercuTTip 3> av^pooTTCoy, Km t8 /(££v 3(^^ 
WM>^, i/*wv ?£, 's^ai^ayayog, Paedag. lib. 3, cap. l. p. 21 S> 

II £^£( $£ £y //C£y TO ayewi^avj TsaSlQKpsblap ^eog * £V de koi to ^^ 
yenTjSfiVj Ji a ra 'jsana £7£V£to, ^ xapiqa^mzyiypo iiJe ev. «f y»^- 
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had reprefcnted the logos as equal to God.' 
See p. 131. 

Tertullian confiders ^* the monarchy of 
" God, as not infringed by being com- 
^* mitted to the Son, cfpecially as it is not 
^* infringed by being committed to innu- 
*• merable angels, who are faid to be fub- 
^* fervient to -the commands of God*/* 
•^ How/' fays he, " do I deftroy the mo- 
5^ narchy, who fuppofe the Son derived 
^* from the fubftance of the Father, who 
• f^ receives all power from the Father, ancj 

•Ttf am sriv ^sog^ og apx'^ "^^^ aTravrcov eTTotna-Ev, fAmwiv tojj -zwo* 
^<ryavov ytcif* Strom, lib. 6. p. 644* 

* Atqui nullam dico dominationem ita unius fui efle, 

ita fingularem, ita monarchiam, ut non etiam per alia^ 

proximas perfonas adminiftretur, quas ipfa profpexerit offi- 

criales fibi. Si vero et filius fuerit ei, cujus monarchia fit, 

»ion ftatim dividi earn, ct monarchiam efle definere, fi par* 

ticeps ejus adfumatur et filius: fed proinde illius efle prin- 

cipaliter a quo communicatur in filium ; et dum illius efl:,, 

proinde monarchiam .efle, quae a duobus tam unicis conti- 

netur. Igitur fi et monarchia divina per tot legiones et 

exercitus angelorum adminiftratur, ficut fcriptum efl:, miU 

lies millia adfiflebant ei, et milHes centena millia appare- 

Tbant ei : nSc ideo unius eflfe defiit, ut definat monarchia 

efle, quia per tanta millia virtutum proquratur. Ad Praxr 

jKun, (c&. 3. p, 50:^, 

^' does 



\ 
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* does nothing without the Father's will ; 

* he being a fervant to his Father */' He 
fe.ys that " Paul is fpeaking of the Father 

* only, when he fpeaks of him whom no 

* man has feen^ or can Jee^ and as the king 
' etetnal^ immortaly and invifible^ the only 

* God^.'' ^* According to the oeconomy 
' of the gofpel, the Father chofe that the 
^ Son fhould be on earth, and himfelf 

* in heaven ; wherefore the Son himfelf, 

* Ipoking upwards, prayed to the Father, 

* and teaches us to pray, faying, Our Fa^ 

* ther^ who art in heaven J." 

« 

^ Ceterum, qui filium non aliunde deduce, fed fed de 
fubftantia patris, nihil facientem fine patris voluntate, om^ 
nem a patre confecutum pbteftatem, qpomodo poifum de 
fide deftruere monarcbiam, quam a patre filio traditam in 
filio fervdii Ad Praxeam, feft. 3. p. 502. 

+ De patre autem ad Timotheum, quem nemo vidit 

bominum, fed nee videre poteft. Exaggerans amplius, 

qui folus habet immortalitatem ; et lucem habitat inaccefli- 

. bilem. De quo et fupra dixerat, regi autem feculorum, 

iinmoi;taU, invifibili, foU Deo, Ad Praxeara, fed. 15. p. 

:J: Tamen in ipfa oeconpmia, p^ter voluit filium in terris 
liabgri, fe vero in coelis ; quo et ipfe filius fufpiciens, et 
orabat et poftulabat a patre, quo et nos ereftos docebat 
orare : pater nofter qui es in ccelis. Ibid. feft. 23. p. 

Origea 
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Origen fays that " God is the a^ (the 
** origin) to Chrift, as Chrift is the ajw to 
*^ thofe things which were made in the 
« image of God*/' •* Both the Father 
** and the Son," he fays, ** are fountains i 
** the Father of divinity, the Son of lo- 
** gos^/' ** The Father only is the good, 
" and the Saviour, as he is the image of 
"the invifible God, fp he is the image 
-" of his goodnefs J." " The logos did 
'* whatever the Father ordered §/* «^ The 
** Saviour, and the Holy Spirit,'' he fays, 
'* are more excelled by the Father, than he 
" and the Holy Spirit excel other things, 
*• &c. and he, though excelling fuch and 
fuch great things (viz. thrones, prin- 
cipalities, and powers) in ciTence and 
* * office, and power and godhead (for he is 
'* KQym iyL-^L^Jx^i and wifdom) is by no mean$ 

^^^ra. UKovtn yt¥OfjLiva>f d^as. Comment vol. 2. p. i8. 

^^S't 0^ (/fo<» Aoj/K. Ibid, p* 4^« 

*-cti 7«$ ayAiornr^ (tvTu umaf. Vol. i. p. 377. 

^••cTiif *VT« in7ii\tt7o. Ad Celfum, lib, z. p. 63. 

Z '* tQ 
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•**to.be compared with the Father*/' 

Speaking of the difference between the pro«^ 

•pofitions /i« and i/to, the former denoting 

injlrumentalityj and the latter proper r^«- 

folityy he fays, *' Jf all things were made 

." (/i«) by the logos (i. e. as the inftrii- 

*' ment) they were not made by (w^o) the 

^* logos (i. e. as th^ caufe) but by one 

:*' who is better and greater than the logos' j 

^* and who can that be but the Fathcr+?'^ 

Alluding to the unitarians, with whom'y 

it is plain, he wiihed to ftand on good 

terms,- he fays, *' We may by tMs means' 

" fblve the doubts which terrify many men,- 

** who pretend to great piety, and who arc 

** afraid of making two gods, and througli 

^* this fall into vain and impious opinions y 

^'fi/jMfrt, xj TO iffVivyLct TO dyioVf v'7ri^i;^ouivov to^^ov hi iu 
mKZov cLiro Ta Tctjjo? o^eo VTi^iyji ctvjos i^ to aysoy 'o-vivyLct 
vav XolTravi » Tav tv^gvIcov* Akk^ ouag rav roa'AvJav 3^ 
7tjKiK\i]iov VfTifi-^m' affiA, Kcu ^ficrCitet, kou ^Wdyiliy KeU 
'd^iojmlt {iy.4'^X°^ y^? ^^' Ao^of) Kcuffy^rd, is ffvyK^tvijcti 
jCfitT* KtTiy 7&» ^etj^j, Commenu vol. 2. p. 21&. 
- t Ovia Totvvv KdLt ii'^etj'i ti nsav]et tf^ia Tit ^oy\s iyivtJoj 
^X ^'^^ ''^^ f^oya iyzvijo, a a\* vto K,oiT]ovoi Kcti (xiil^ov^ ^cf.^ 
fct Tov Koyov m Tt( <r' ety tfM©- k7®' Tuyx^yiJ w ^ctln^^ In 
Johan. Comment* vol. s. p« 56* 

^ ^J denying 



Ch^p. IV. U the Fatbef. 159 

** denying that the nature of the Son is dif- 

•* ferent from that of the Father, and who 

" acknowledge that he is God in name 

" only ; or denying the divinity of the 

'' Son, and then maintaining that his na-» 

** ture and effence is different from that of 

^* the Father. For we muft tell them, that 

'* he who is God of him/elf is God with 

** the article ; but that all who are not God 

*^ of themfclves, who are divine by becom* 

•^ ing partakers of his divinity, are' God 

•* without the article, and feverally, aniong 

** whom efpecially is the iirft-born of all 

** the creatures*." 

* KfiW TO «oXA.K< 9«Aofl£»f itvAi iv^o[jLinf rctfdL&a'oVf suXct- 
^HlAimii cTt/fl AVeiyo^iva'at ^iat, Kett 'zrctptf t«7o n^ifiTi'/lovlAC 
•v|,*c;/€tf-i Keu AffiCiCi J^oyfJLcwiv, tflot ttfy^iAfva^ tJ^tolnJa vt\s 

ft\t^AV tfAfA 7i1V 7» tfCtl^Of^ Ol/.0\oy>ipl(ti d-ioy llVAl TOP iM^pi 
eVO/Jid^O^ fffA^ Al/fotf VIQV *Zf[OVAyopiVOlJLlVo9' H AfPiSfJLlViSi TilV 

'^soJuiJa t« viH T/'3'e»7ct< </i«6 avla twk t^toJtfjAt Keu mv ubiety 

^rtl J^VVAJAi • XgJtT60y yA^ AV70t( OTI ToTfe fJLiV AUTod-iO^ 9 

-^€fl< enV ^tonrtf Kdt • craTfip ^mtv iv Tti 'Vfoi Toy 'WATcptf 
«i/;^if . tvA yivacTKafft a^ tov [jlovov aMi^svov •S-goF • nrAv J^i to 

*3rAfA TO Av\o '9'gO^ l^^'^'^X^ '^^^ iKim ^tOT})TOf ^iOTOtHfJUVOV, 

«jc ^iof, a^\£t d-iof KVftuTifov A9 ^lyoiTo a nrttmu^ o t^oto* 

^OKO^ ^AiTfli KTlOriafy CCr« ^fC^TOS T» tr^oq tov 'd-ftOP ilfAl4 

Comaent. vol. 2. p. 47. 

It 
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The article, he fays, is added when the 
word God fignifies the unbegotten caufe of 
all things*. This obfervation of Origen 
will be feen to have been borrowed from 
Philoy and it is void of all foundation. 

The writer of a book afcribed to Origen, 
cxpreffes his opinion of the inferiority of 
the Son to the Father in a peculiarly llrong 
manner, when he fpeaks of the propriety of 
praying to the Father only. For he re- 
prefents it as the cuftom of chriftians not 
to pray to any other than " the principal 

god, not to his fervants the prophets, or 

to Chrift, or to the apoftles 'f. 

Origen fpeaks of ** no chriftian praying 
** to any other than the God who is over 

It is evident from this paffage that the ancient. unitarians 
would fay, that if Chrift be God, it is only in name, and 
that his divinity is the fame with that of the Father; or 
elfe that he has no divinity at all, and is of a nature en- 
tirely different from the Father. 

* Ti^mi yAV yctf to fltp^poK, ot« m ^^of ovoiJ.eta'tct gT/ Ttf 
ttyiVi'viT^ Tct<T<fi7cti Tav ohov ct/Ti», Ofig. in Joh. vol. 2. p. 46. 

Kcu ToU cLTTOTohois AVTw^ \iK ifi 'zntTf/oK. CoHtra Marcioni- 
tas, p. s;i2. 

" all. 
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«*^&lly by our Saviour, the Son of God 

«* '^^vho is the logos, the wifdom, and the 

«* -truth*." *' If we know/' fays he, " what 

** jarayer is, we muft not pray to any created 

** "being, not to Chrift himfelf, but only 

" to God the Father of all, to whom our 

" Saviour himfelf prayed •f'." *' We are 

*• j:aot to pray to a brother, who has the 

" £ame common father with ourfelves ; 

" Jefus himfelf faying, that we muft pray 

" to the Father through him.— In this we 

'^ are all agreed, and are not divided about 

" th^ method of prayer ; but (hould we not 

" fce divided, if fome prayed to the Father, 

" and fonie to the Son. Common peo- 

** pic,'* he . fays " through a great miftake, 

" and want of diftinguifliing, prayed to 

•tpl AMTH At T6>y ^^!>^'muV Tit ^i\S KcU 76>V ATTOTOhaV T» lii^V 

>pet^flii. Ad Celfam^ lib. 5. p. 233. 

t»|f yifynTay ^poffiVKtcQV €$"|.'', aS^i flCi/Tfc) Tftx ;)rp/5*« • AM* 
Hovta T» ^^a ray oKoy ^*' 'O'ctTp *> 'w itct/ avto^ crcrJip »//.«;^ 
•pooTtup^ftTo fiK '»'po?rcep?^^-fc>9'«. De Oratione, p. 48, 

Vol. II M «« the 
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" the Son either with the Father, or with- 
** out the Father +." 

Here I cannot help repeating what I ob- 
ferved before, that, if Chrift had been what 
Origen, among others, fuppofed him to 
have been, viz. the operative faculties of 
the Father y and the very being who made 
the world, and who governed it, he could 
not but have been confidered as the proper 
objedt of prayer, even in preference to the 
Father himfelf ; becaufe, on that principle, 
we fhould have had more to do with the Son 
than with the Father, being more imme^ 
diately dependent upon him; fo that it 
could not have given any umbrage to the 
Father, if all our addrefles had .been made 
to the Son. The fame reafon, whatever 

* AJe^o) 5s nspocrtvx^^^^ou ra^ Kok^icofjLBva; evog aula *zjal^og hk 
ETtv Ev^oyov • fJLOVu ya^ rco inotl^i fAsI sfM ^ 3i Efjm avawsfi'Trlsov sriv 
Vfjuv ^^0(7€vxnv . ravl av ^f7cv7®• aHuovIe; InjSy t« ^ea Ji aula «/- 
XCiifJi'^^cc^ TO aulo >£ycvl£g TravJsg^ fjinh 'ssipi th r^GTra tyi; evxrig <ry}- 
^ofAEVot ' n «%( axiiof/LE^ct, EavoifjLBv toj tiTal^i, oi Je tw via euxafJLe^a; 
t^ialccv afjLoficxv jcalcc 'mo>Mv aju^aiMa. ^la. to aQaaaviTOV lej avi^ila- 
rov ocfjuxfavovluv tuv 's^poaEvxofJt^av tco w«, eUs fjtJIa th 'sraloof^ eHb 
;^a^ig TH 'ssdlpog. De Oratione, p. 51. 

it 
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U was, that made it proper for Chrift to 
make arid govern the world, in preference 
to the Father, would make it equally pro- 
per that he (hould be the objedt of prayer 
in preference to the Father. Since, there- 
fore, it is acknowledged that, in early times, 
Chrift was not the objedt of prayer, even 
to thofe who believed him to be their crea- 
tor and governor, we may be affured that 
he was not generally confidered in that 
light; and efpecially that he had not been 
fo confidered from the beginning ; for then 
a different pradlice would neceflarily have 
been eftabliftied. 

In the next place, I fhall produce fome 
paffages from Novatia;n, whofe orthodoxy, 
with refpedt to the dadlrine of the tri- 
nity, was never quellioned. He fays, *^ the 
'* Father only is the only good God*." 
** The rule of truth teaches us to believe, 
** after the Father, in the Son of Gdd, 
** Chrift Jefus, our Lord God, but the 
'* Son of God, of that God who is one, 

* Quern folum mcrito bonum prcnunciat dominiis. 
^•f p. II. 

Ma *^ and 
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•* arid alone, the maker of all things */* 
•* Though he was in the form of God, h? 
•* did not attempt the robbery of being equal 
** with God. For though he knew that he 
** was God of God the Father, he never 
^* compared himfelf with God the Father; 
** remembering that he was of the Fa- 
** ther, and that he had what the Fa- 
*' ther gave him-f." *' The Son is Icfa 
<* than the Father, becaufe he is fanSified 
'' by him+." '' God the Father is the 
** maker and creator of all, who alone has 
** no origin, invifible, immenfe, immortal, 
** eternal, the one God, to whofe grcatnefs, 

♦ Eadem regula veritatis docet nos credere poft patrcm 
etiam in filium Dei Chriftum Jefum dominum Deum nof 
trum, fed Dei tiHum, hujus Dei qui et unus et folus eft 
conditor fcilicet rerum omnium. Cap. 9. p. 26. 

+ Hie ergo quamvis effet in forma Dei, non eft rapi- 
nam arbitratus aequalem fe Dea effe. Quamvis enim fe ea 
Deo patre Deum effe meminiffet j nunquam fe Deo patr 
aut comparavit aut contulit, memor fe effe ex fuo patre, 
et hoc ipfum quod eft habere fe, quia pater dediffet. Cap, 
22. p. 84. 

% Dum ergo accipit fandificationem a patre, mino: 
patre eft. Cap. 27 f p. 102. 

*• majeftjT 
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^ * majefty, and power^ nothing can be prc- 
^ ^ ferred or compared*." " If Chrift had 
^^ been uncreated, and likewife unbegotten, 
^ ^ there would have been two unbegotten, 
^^ and therefore two gods -f-/' ** The Son 
*^ ^ does nothing of his own pleafure, nor docs 
*^ he come of himfelf ; but in all things 
^^ obeys his Father's commands J." Al- 
l^:iding to the Sabellians,he fays, that " very 

* ^ many of the heretics, being moved with 

* ^ the greatnefs and truth of his divinity, 

* *" extending his honours too far, have dared 
^ ^ to advance that he is not the Son, but 

* Eft ergo Deus pater omnium inftitutor et creator, 

ft>liis originem nefciens, invifibilis, immenfus, immortalis, 

^e^^cmus, unus Deus, cujus neque magnitudini neque ma- 

jcflati neque virtuti quicquam non dixerim praeferri, fed 

comparari poteft. Cap. 31. p. 119, 

-j- Si enim natus non fuiffet ; innatus coraparatus cum 

qui efiet innatus, sequatione in utroque oftenfa duos fa- 

cetet innatos, et ideo duos faceret deos : fi non genitus eflet ; 

coUatus cum eo qui genitus non efTet, et aequales invent!, 

duos deos merito reddidifient non geniti : atque ideo duos 

Chriftus reddidiflet deos. Cap. 3 it p. 122. 

% Filius autem nihil ex arbitrio fuo gerit, nee ex con- 
' fiUo fuo facit, nee a fe venit, fed imperils paternis omnibus 
«tpr«ceptis obedit. Cap. 31. p. I23v 

M 3 '' God 
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" God the Father himfelf *." This, he 
fays, afterwards is to acknowledge the di- 
vinity of Chrift in too boundlefs and unre- 
ftrained a manner -f-. 

Arnobius fays, that *' the omnipotent, and 
**only God, fent Chrift +/* And again; 
'* Chrift, a God, fpake by the order of 
" the principal Gbd§/' 

** The Son,'' fays Ladtantius, " patiently 
*^ obeys the will of the Father, and docs 
^Vnothing but what the Father wills or or- 
"ders||.'* ** He approved h{s |idelity to 

* Ufquc adeo hunc manifeftum eft in fcriptaris efle 
Deum tradi, ut plerique haereticorum, divinitatis ipfius 
magnitudinc ct vcritate commoti, ultra modum extcn- 
dentes honores ejus, aufiflint non filium, fed ipfum Deum 
patrem promere vel putare. Cap. 23. p. 87. 

f Effrenaiius ct efFufius in Chrifto divinitatem confiteri. 
Ibid. 

X Turn demum emiferit Chriftum, Deus omnipotens, 
Deus folus. Lib. 2. p. 57. 

§ Deus inquam Chriftus (hoc enim faepe dicendum 
eft ut infidelium difBliat et dirumpatur auditus) Dei prin- 
cipis juffione loquens. Ibid. p. 50. 

II Quia voluntati patris fideliter paret, nee unquam fa- 
ciat aui fecerit, nifi quod pater aut voluit, aut juffit. Lib. 
4. fedl. 29. p, 447. 

^^Godji 
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** Cjrod; for he taught that there is one 
** C3-od, and -that he only ought to be wor- 
*• rhipped; nor did he ever fay that he was 
** Ciod. For he would not have preferved 
** His allegiance, if, being fent to take away 
*^ a multiplicity of Gods, and to preach one 
** God^ he had brought in another, befides 
** that one. This would not have been to 
'* be the herald of one God, or him who 
'* -feat him, but have been doing his own 
** bufinefs, and feparating himfelf from him 
** vvhom he came to honour. Wherefore, 
** becaufe he was fo faithful, becaufehe af- 
'* Turned nothing to himfelf, that he might 
** fulfil the commands of him who fent 
'* him, he received the dignity of perpe- 
tual prieft, the honour of fupreme king, 
the power of a judge, and the title of 
'' God*/' 

* Ille vero exhibuit Deo fidem. Docuit enim quod 
>Mius Deus fit, eumque folum coli oportere : nee unquam 
f<s ipfe Deum dixit : quia non fervafiet fidem ; fi miflus, 
^t decs tolleret, et unum affereret ; induceret alium, prae- 
tor unum. Hoc erat, non de uno Deo facere praeconium ; 
^*ec ejus, qui miferat, fed fuum proprium negotium gerere ; 
ac fe ab eo, quern illuftratum venerat, feparare. Propterca 
<}^ia tain fidelis extitit, quia fibi nihil prorfus aiTumpfit, ut 

M 4 m^ndat^ 
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The fame language was held by Eufc- 
bius, who wrote about the time of the 
council of Nice. " Chrift," he fays, *' the 
" only begotten Son of God, and the firft- 
^ born of every creature, teaches us to 
*^ call his Father the only true God, and 
*^ commands us to worfhip him only *." 
** There is one God, and the only begot- 
** ten comes out of hinif /' ** Chrift being 
" neither the fupreme God, nor an angel, 
*^ is of a middle nature between them j 
'* and being neither the fupreme God, nor 
*^ a man, but the mediator, is in the middle 
*^ between them, the only begotten Son of 
*^ God X*' He has the fame fentiment in 

mandata mittentis impleret : et facerdotis perpetui digni- 
tatiim, et regis fummi honorem, et judicis potcftatem, et 
Dei nomen accepit. Lib. 4. feft. 14. p. 395. 

* Oti ^ avloq fAOvoyevYig t8 Oes y^ 's^pMoHOg twv. o^ajv d nravlav 
apxn^ Tov aula 'moilspa fxovcv vryBKr^ai Seov a^n$>f, xj fjLovov asQeiv lym 
'Bapoatt>£vSou. Praeparatio, lib. 7. cap. 15. p. 327. 

+ Aw 3ii yy fiovog ^£0f aiHog • fjusvoyevm^ J*«| OiHn 'Sfpo&^n^, Ife 
Laudibus Conft. p. 752. 

X Xlrf , fx-flz avlov uvou tov stti 'ssavkv ^tov nytiff^ai^ fArfk rm ocl^ 
ythav £va • Ttlcav 3e /Jt^crov xj fjisa-iTrjv . oil ra 'S^alft xj afyeXotq fjtsn^^ 
levBi^ fi)^ av Tsa'Hv^ ole /Aeailng yivilai ^ea ;^ av^pcuTrojv^ fuao^ av aealspBi 
rayixciiog t^elE^og sriv, /JLEJiiiDg vTra^m . s? avlog w, tiq ^ fions Ssc^ * 
iA OfxoiO); Tp/j y^oiTTOis av^ccTTOii^ «v%«5rof • ti 3sj « jOJjSb nShm • w§ 
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his books on the praifes of Conflantinc^ 
" Chrift was of a middle nature betweca 
** things created, and him that had no ori- 

'' gin */' 

We arc now approaching to the time when 
we fhall hear no more of this language 
from thofe who were reputed orthodox. We 
do, however, hear the fame fentiment oc- 
caiionally, when the writers were off their 
guard, and exprefied themfelves according 
to the ideas of their predeceflbrs, efpecially 
Writers near to thofe times. Thus, Atha- 
nafius fays, that " Chrift does every thing 

according to the will and knowledge of 

the Father •[•/' 

Theodoret, having mentioned the great 
^iftance between the un begotten Father and 
^^tional and irrational beings, who were by 
*^im (ut' tfuT«) produced out of nothing, fays, 
that " his only begotten Son, by whom 

^3 yucnoywi^ wo;, \w fivj av^^eoTTOiv -^ Sea fjnailiig yryowj. Con- 
^^^ Marcellum, lib. j. p. 8. 

Mfio-Jciw Tf iy hiipyov nig rav yewKiav «^wsj, Tw avapxov ^ 
•"VlvjfloiriJaaar. P» 719* 757- 

'^Tavavla^po^^M}^y}m-tvT8Eav%^silpo^€pYaielau Con- 
^^a Gentcs, Opera, vol. i. p. 48. 



cc 
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*' [J'l }h) all things were made out of nothing, 
*^ is of a middle nature between them*/- 

At the clofe of this fedtion I fhall ob- 
ferve, in general, that whenever the Ante- 
nicene Fathers ufed the term Go J abfo- 
lutely, they always meant the Father only. 
But if, in their idea, the Father had been 
no more entitled to the appellation of God 
than the Son or the Spirit, they would cer- 
tainly have confined the ufe of the word 
God to exprefs divinity in general^ and have 
ufed the word Father, and not God, when 
they really meant the Father only, exclu- 
fively of the two other perfons. Had there 
been no proper correlative to the word Son^ 
as a perfon, nothing could have been in- 
ferred from this ; but fince the term Father 
is perfedly correlative to the term Son, and 
as familiar, it would certainly have been 
ufed by them to denote the Father, as well 
as the term Son to denote the Son. It is 
natural, therefore, to conclude, that their 

* AyvoavlE; oi avaoTcirrci^ «j fAcacpov cxv stnfiBToiv "sicxTpog oyEvwrnf, 
}^ Tcov HTicr^svTCJV vw avra eI kx ovtojv, Xoyixav re iy a>/)yoov • oMf 
fjL£(riTBi/ii(ra ^ujig ^otovoyevwj, 5i ng ra oXoc gj m ovTuv ZTtomdiv o 'BJormf 
TH Sea AC78* Opera, vol, 3. p. 18. 

cuftonx 
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caflom of ufing the term God to denote the 
Father only was derived to them from ear- 
lier times, in which no other than the Fa- 
ther was deemed to be God, in any proper 
fenfe of the word. This language was 
continued long after, from a change of 
ideas, it ceafed to be proper. 

Very happily, the word God is ftill, in 

common ufe, appropriated to the Father, 

fo that none but profeffed theologians are 

habitual trinitarians, and probably not even 

thefe at all times ; and while the fcriptures 

are read without the comments of men, 

the Father alone will be confidered as God, 

and the fole objefl: of worfhip, exclufively 

of the Son, or the Spirit. 
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CHAPTER V. 

Of the 'Power and Dignity of Chriji as the 
pre-exijling Logos of the Father. 

'np H E great obflaclc to the reception of 
chriftianity, efpecially with perfons 
diftinguiihed for their learning, or their 
rank in life, was the meannefs of the per- 
fon, and condition of Chriftj and efpeci- 
ally the circumftance of his having been 
crucified as a common malefador. Thofc 
who had difciples, called by their names, 
in Greece, if they had not been diftinguiflied 
for their wealth and rank in life, which was 
the cafe with fome of them, had, at leaft, 
been men whofe time had, in a great mea- 
fure, been devoted to ftudy, and none of 
them had been reckoned infamous. The 
death of Socrates bore fome refemblancc to 
that of Chrift, but befides that the cir- 
cumftanccs of the deaths themfelves were 
conliderably different, he had lived in inti- 
macy with the firft men of the ftate, and 
though not rich himfelf, had always beeix 

refpeifted 
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refped:ed by the rich; and his life had been 
devoted to fpeculation and inftru6lion. 
Whereas Chrift had had no advantage of 
liberal education, or leifure for ftudy and 
fpeculation. He was born of obfcure pa- 
rents, and had lived in a very obfcure 
tovirn'of the moft defpifed part of his coun- 
try; and till he was thirty years of age, 
when he commenced public teacher, had 
been nothing more than a common car*- 
penter. 

Thefe circumftances might not have been 

much attended to beyond the limits of his 

own country. But his public execution as 

a common malefactor, was known whcre- 

evcr the name and religion of Jefus was 

lieard of; and though he might not be 

thought guilty of any crime (as it was no 

Uncommon thing in any country for per* 

fons to be condemned, and fufFer unjuftly) 

yet the manner of his death fufficiently 

Chewed the low eftimation in which he had 

been held in his life^ and marked him for 

one of the mean^ft of mankind. To be 

tanged at Tyburn in this country, or to be 

broke upon the wheel in France, gives us 

I but 
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but a faint idea of the ignominy of cruci- 
Jixion in the Roman empire. 

This was one of the greateft difficulties 
that the firft preachers of chriftianity had 
to ftruggle with, in their attempts to pro- 
pagate chriftianity; and the weight of it 
was much greater than we, who are brought 
up with a high idea of the great perfonal 
dignity of Chrift, notwithftanding the mean 
circumftances of his life, can be duly fenfi- 
ble of, or make fufficient allowance for. 
The apoftles, and firft preachers of chrif- 
tianity in general, being themfelves illite- 
rate men, had no means of removing this 
great obftacle, but by their accounts of the 
miracles wrought by Jefus Chrift, and his 
refurrcdion from the dead ; which were 
fufficient proofs of his divine miffion. Alfo 
the miracles which the apoftles themfelves 
wrought, and the gifts of the Holy Spirit, 
communicated to all the early converts, 
were ftanding proofs, during the age of the 
apoftles, of the power of God accompanying 
their preaching. Thefe plain arguments 
were all that the apoftles, as we may fee by 
their writings, ever oppofcd to the pride of 

the 
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the Jews, or the cavils and contempt of the 
Greeks. For a long time, chriftianity feems 
to have fpread chiefly among the illiterate, 
though it was by no means confined to per- 
sons of low circumftances, efpecially out of 
Judea ; and though we may eafily perceive 
that, to ufe the apoflles language, not many 
^icJb men were called^ yet there were more of 
^he rich than of the wife. 

-At length, however, fome of the Greek 
pHilofophers embraced chriftianity ^ and, 
as was natural, they were defirous of mak- 
ing converts of others ; and therefore would 
W'iih to recommend it to them, by exhibit- 
ing it in fuch a light as they imagined would 
Make it appear to the moft advantage ; and in 
order to this they would endeavour to make 
it feem to be as little different from the phi- 
lofophy to which they had been addidlcd as 
poffible. Befides, all men are willing to 
combine into one fyftem all the doctrines 
r ^hich they efpoiife ; and they never rejed: 
any thing that they have been long attached 
to, without an evident neceflity. Thefe 
philofophers, therefore, even without any 
^iw to making converts, would not aban- 
don 
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don their former tenets, unlefe they per- 
ceived that it was abfolutely impoffible to 
retain them, and their profeflion of chrif- 
tianity together ^ and certainly they would 
not themfelves be fo ready to fee the incon- 
liftency there might be between them as 
other pcrfons lefs interefted might *have 
been. As to thofe plain men from whom 
thefe philofophers had firft heard the chrif-. 
tian doctrines, they might admit their hifto-* 
rical evidence to matters of fadl, and thus be 
convinced of the truth of chriftianity ; but, 
confidering them as ignorant and unlearned 
perfons, might not chufe to be didlated 
to by them in matters of deep /peculation ; 
and, wretched as the ftate of fciencc was in 
thofe ages, the pride of philofophy^ and thc^ 
contempt of the vulgar^ were much greater 
than they are now. 

It* happened that the philofopliy which 
was moft in vogue in that age was P/^- 
tonifmy the principles of which have becQ 
feen to be more conformable to thofe of 
revealed religion in general, than thofe of 
any other fyftem that was taught in the 
Grecian fchools ; as it contained the doc-^ 

trines 
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trines of the unity of God, the reality of a 
providence, and the immortality of the 
foul. But, unhappily, making a difference 
between the Supreme Being himfelf, and 
his mind J or ideas ; and giving an obfcure 
notion of its being by means of a divine 
^ux^ that all truth is perceived by the 
anind, as common objefts are feen by the 
l)eams of the fun; they imagined that a 
lay of this v^ifdom, or the great fecond di- 
i)tne principle in their fyflem, might illu- 
minate' Jefus Chrift, and even have per- 
manently attached itfelf to him. And 
with refped: to this divine principle, v^rhich 
qualified him to be a public tcache^, they 
might eafily imagine that he had had an 
cxiftence from the time that any divine 
operation took place ; fo that they no longer 
looked upon themfclves as the difciples of 
an obfcure perfon, who had lately ftarted 
up, and made himfelf confpicuous by new 
doarines, but of that great being who was 

r 

iflftrumental in making the world, and who 
^as the fource of all truth. 

This idea was highly flattering, and the 

pliilofophers lately become chriftians, fee- 

• Vol. n. ' N ing 
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ing that Philo had availed himfelf of the 
fame platonic notions, to explain the hif- 
tory of the divine difpenfations in .the. Old 
Tejftament, followed him in this progrefs, 
and extended the fame to the New ; fup- 
pofing that the fame divine logos, which 
Philo had reprefented as the medium of aU 
the vifible appearances of God to the pa- 
triarchs, was the fame that was manifefted 
in Jefus Chrift. 

This fyftem gave a dignity to the perfoa 
and character of Chrift, which efFed:ually 
covered the offence of the crofs. It made the 
profeffion of chriftianity fit much eafier 
upon the minds of thefe philofophers them- 
felves, and furnifhed them with arguments 
by which to recommend it to others, who 
entertained the fame philofophical princi- 
ples. In this fpecious manner were the 
doftrines of the pre-exifieiice and divinity of 
Chrijly introduced into the chriftian fyftem. 

That it was the meannefs of Chrift's 
perfon, and the circumftances of his death, 
at which the heathen philofophers re- 
volted, we have abundant evidence. ** The 
** heathens," fays Arnobius *' reproach 

** chriftians 
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chriftians with worfhipping a manV* 
The Gods are offended at you/* fay they, 
not becaufe you worfliip the God that is 
** omnipotent, but becaufe you daily pray 
** teaman who was born, and (which is in* 
*• famous even to the vileft perfon) put to 
** death by crucifixion, and becaufe you 
** maintain that he is a God, and is now 
'* alive f." ''What is the reafon," fays 
Auftin, *' that you will not be chriftians, but 
" becaufe Chrift came in humility, and 
" you are proud J." 

But when chriftians had found fwo na-^ 
tures in Chrift, a divine as well as a human 
nature, they could eafily anfwer this re- 
proach of the heathens. '* Who was it,"^ 

* Natum hominem colimuSi Lib. I. p. 12. 

t Sed non (inquit) idclrcodii vobis infefli funt, quod 
omnipotentem colatls Dcum : fed quod hominem natum, 
et (quod perfonis infame eft vilibus) crucis fupplicio inte- 
wnptum, et Deum fuiffe contenditis, et fuperelTc adhuc 
creditus, et quotidianis fupplicationibus adoratis. Ibid. 
Supra. 

X Quid caufas eft car propter opiniones veftras, quas 
vos ipfi oppugnatis chriftiani effe nolitis, nifi quia Chriftus 
lumiliter venit, et vos fuperbi eftis. De Civiute Dei, 
^* 10. cap. 29. Opera, vol. 5. p. 591. 

N 2 fays 
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lays Arnobius, ** that was feen hanging on 
•' the crofs ? The man whom he put on, 
*^ and whom he carried with him. The 
*^ death you fpeak of was that of the man 
•* he had aflumed, that of the burthen, not 
*' of the bearer*.'* This was an anfwer 
that we do not find to have occurred to the 
apoftles. *^ Cavilling at the crofs/' Atha- 
nafius fays, ''they do not fee that his 
** power fills the whole world, and that ac- 
** tions (hewing him to be God arc per- 
*' formed by him-f*." 

It was alfo a great objection to chrif-* 
tianity that the fyftem was new^ and the 
author of it a perfon of yefterday. But this 
fublime dodlrine, of Chrift being the divine 
logos, and the medium of all the divine 
communications of God to mankind, en- 
abled them to repel this accufation with 

* Quis eft ergo vifus in patibulo pcndere, quis mortuus 
eil ? iiorpo, quem induerat, et fecum ipfe portabat. Mors 
ilia, quam dicitis, affumpti hominis fuit, hon ipGus : gef- 
taminis, non geftantis. Lib. i. p. 22. 

oiKHfjLmig 'EiE'TrM^aKuiav ' )y oli 5i aula ra tyi; ^soyvaxrictg e^a 

'souri ^^(Xiiz^(Slcii% Contra Gentcs, Opera, vol. i. p. 2- 

I great 
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great advantage. Eufebius gives an ac-- 

count of the appearances of Chrift under 

the Old Teftament ; '' left any perfon/' 

as he fays, *' fliould objeft to him as a new 

" perfon.*" In this view, he fays, '* the 

** patriarchs may, in one fenfe be called 

"chriftians-f*/* Caffian fays, that "Mary 

^* produced one who was older than herfelf, 

*' even her own maker, fo that fhe was the 

** parent of her parent J." 

Chriftians were even ready to go farther 
than this in order to recommend their re- 
ligion to heathens. They did not even 
fcruple to point out fome refemblanccs be- 
tween it and the groiTeft polytheifm. Juftin 

"* Tai/7a yav sv ayayHoiag ^po 7ng i^o^ia^ o^au^yLOt xei^^ay sag 
•" /*»! nal^ Tig mau vofuaete tov ^uln^a )y wgm rifim h\(Tisv to» 
X?t«v, Jia T«f Tjjf eya-agKH tsdhSziog aula X?^^^' Hift. lib. i, 
cap. 4, p. 14. 

t UaHag i* aaiwg iiJCOuoawYi fjLSfjiafu^YifAxvHg, cf aJIti t« AQpouxfA 
«i Toy vfw7ov ayi«<riv av^f wttov, zpya Xp^^^^-i £* ^ f^^ ovoijuxli wpo^ 
^8»«il T15, juc av vilogfia^i mg cCkn^nag, Ibid. p. 15. 

% Vides ergo quod non folum inquam antiquiorem fe 

^ia peperit: non folum inquam antiquiorem fe, fed 

^^'torem fui, et procreans procreatorem fuum, fafta eft 

parentis parens. De incarnationc Domini, lib. 4. p. 
looi, 

N 3 Martyr, 
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Martyr, fpcaking of Jefus, as ftiled the Son 
ofGod^ fays, " If, in the ufual ftyle, and as 
*' a man only, he be worthy to be calle4 
'* the Son of God, on account of hi§ wif- 
** dom, all writers call Jupiter the father 
*' of gods and men. But if in a peculiar 
** manner, out of the way of common gc^ 
•^ neration, we fay that Chrift is the logos 
^* of God I this agrees with thofe who 
•* hold Mercury to be the wifdom of God, 
^* whjiph cxplaips his will^ If wp fay that 
^* he was born of a virgin, this is only what 
*Ms faidofPerfeusV 

With the fame view (not fo much to be 
condemned if we confider its circumftances, 
and the mere morality of the thing) Juftin 
Martyr, as far as appears, invented the doc- 
trine of Chrift being the logos of God; 
but it was only the fame that Philo had 
before reprefented as the medium of all 

iro(piav aia©' viog ^ea >£yea^My ^o/gfa yap cxv^^av re ^ewv rs ^srca- 
leg a'uyffa(p£ig rov ^eov xaTvs^fv . ct Js xj tJiwj ^ra^a tw koivhjv ysvfcriv 
yeysvYiff^ai ocjlov sk Ses T^yo^ivj >jQyov Sss, (ng ^mpos^ifiev^ koivov tsTo 
«r« Vfjuv Totg icv E^/xw T^ov rov "srapd Se«, ayye^QiHcv ^syacnv. Ei 3c 
^ava^^evH yEfBwu^ou ^E^ofjLSv^ hqivov f^ tuTq wpog TovUBfo-ea erw 

vfAw, Apol I. p. 33, 34. 

the 



Chap. V. Dignity ofChriJl. 183 

trlie communications of God to the pa- 
triarchs. He alfo extended this principle 
as 4 compliment to the philofophy of the 
Grrccks; fuppofing this alfo to have been 
inipired by the fame logos ; and in this he 
viras followed by feveral others, though in 
a Jater period chriftians were afhamed of 
having conceded to the heathens, fo far 
as to fuppofe that the Grecian philofophy 
had the fame divine origin, with chrif- 
tiaaity. " All that the philofophers and 
** legiflators faid and taught," fays Juf- 
titi Martyr, *' was effedled and difcovered 
according to a portion of the logos ; but 
becaufe they did not difcover every thing 
of the logos, they often differed among 
themfelves. — Chrift was^ in part known 
to Socrates, for the logos was in him, 
and in every perfon, by the prophets 
foretelling things to come, and concern- 
** in^ himfelf being made like us, and 
*' teaching us thefe things*/' 

^'^f^^^hvravlBg^ HcSa T^oytSfAe^®- Bu^ea-eag 3^ ^sa^tag en ^owi&evlaav^ 
'^ • &rain 3e a 'soeHa ra rk Xcya ryvwf icrav, og en xf *ro;, J9 evaflta 
**'*^ WW«wj B5rw« Xf <r« &, rca x^ vtto ^lUKgalag (mo fAe^ng 

N 4 Tvm^tvTi 
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Clemens Alexandrinus followed Juftin 
Martyr in this dodtrine ; fuppofing the 
logos that was united to Chrift to have 
been the fame principle which the Divine 
Being had in all ages made ufe of, as an 
inftrument to inftrucl mankind, whether by 
means of the Greek philofophy, or any 
other fyftem. He calls the logos *' the in- 
** ftrument of God, by which he made 
** man/' giving him the title of {jto^ia vripKoa-' 
ftx^) Jupra mundane wifdom^^' He fays, that 
** our Saviour is called the logos on account 
** of his inventing rational methods for the 
*' inftrudtion of men+/' " Let us," fays 
he, " glorify the bleffed oeconomy, by which 
*' man is inftrucSed and fandified, as a child 

** of God." " The logos both makes all 

** things, and teaches all things. As the 
** horfe is led by the bridle, and the bull 

'mposmav ra fuT^^ovlcz yivea-^ai, ^ Si eaula OfMioTTcx^ag ysvofji^vn xj Si* 
3a|ai/7©- raulix). Apol. 2. p. 1 24, 1 25. 

* Ad Gentes, p. 4. 

+ Tavhi Hv fy (Tokp ?^oyog kexXyHcu^ ra hoyuta raiHa c&yf w 
mi^f&>7roig Viivai^^iav '{s ccJh^tav fapfMUta* Pscd. iib. i« cap. 

iz. p.i34- 

.^'by 
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** by the yoke, fo man by the logos *." 
** God, as the author of all good, was the 
"author of the Greek philofophy; and 
'* this was the fchoolmafter to the Greeks, 
** as the law was to the Jews, preparing 
" the way for chriftianity *!•/' He elfe- 
where fays, " God gave the Greek phi- 
•* lofophy by the inferior angels :{:." So 
that he feems to have adopted the dodrine 
of Philo, in making angels not to be per- 
manent beings, but only temporary appear- 
ances of the logos. 

* Trof fiaxofiav h^ocicofjLSv oacovoijuav ii w ^STOiSayayEilM (4£v o 
OvS^TTo;, ayia^slcu is ag Sss ^auSiov. i^ w)>MsuElai fuv ev a^avoi^ 
ctTTo yng ^cuSdy6yYiiiJLBvog . *ffoSe^ h sxei ^OfdJ^avei^ ov em yns /Jtav- 
Bavei • nsoala o >oyo(; x) 'srotEi, ly iiiounai^ x) nsouiayoiyEi . iirTToq^ 
cpyelau xoXwo) * i^ rau^o; cvyelM (uya ' Bn^iov P^oxiJ o^^cthsIou * o 
3b av^^uTTogj (jLilaTr^aaa-elM Myo)» Paed. lib. i. cap. I2« p. 265. 

-f Uavlw (jLEf ya^ ailio; rav KoChsav ^£cg • aX^ rav fJLtv KcSa mod" 
ifffHum^ a; rng re iux^nzng rn; 'ma^Mog j^ rng vtag . rav 3e, fuxf 
£7raH0>a^fjuXy ug tjjj ^ixoaopiag, rax/x h y^ 'sipoiryii/ji£voDg rot^ 
g>?^f\ffw eJbSij To7£, 'Zfr^ijj r\ tov hv^icv Ho0>£7ai kJ tsj z>^,vcig . ETTouiU" 
yuyei yo^ xj aiJh/] to eXXjivixsv, ag vofiog rag eGfaing^ eig x^irov» 
^fovapcKTHeuaZei roivjv » ^■»>.^o^ia^ 'ss^ooio^oiaa'a rov utto p^Picu 

ft>J070fia ^sc^ev tvcsiv eig av^rjJTT^ig, Strom, lib. I . p. 282. 287.' 
See alfo Strom, lib. 6. p. 636. 648. 

X Oviog env cihg km rotg £X}\3vti rry pi>,ocoj>ix iix rav inrooc- 
STf^w aTyf-hiiVt Ibid. lib. 7. p. 702. 

This 
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This idea of the fource of the Greek 
philofophy was exaftly that of Juftin Mar- 
tyr, who fays, *' the dodrine of Plato is 
^' not foreign from that of Chrift, though 
** not in all rcfpedts like it ^ as neither is 
** that of the ftoicks, the poets, and hiflo- 
*' rians. For each of them, from a por- 
*' tion of the divine logos implanted in 
*' them, perceiving fomething limilar/* viz. 
to the chriftian doftrine, ** very juftly de- 
'^ livered it */' 

On this principle, thefe writers could 
talk very magnificently poncerning the dign 
nity of Chrift, but in a manner which 
would have been very little underftood, 
or relifhed, by the apoftles, Clemens Alex- 
*' andrinus gives the following fublime de- 
fcription of Chrift as the logos of God, 
reprefenting him as *' mpft holy and per- 
** fedt in his nature, fupreme in autho- 
** rity and beneficence, neareft to the only 
** qmnipotent nature, which difpofes of all 

* Ovx oil a>^l§ia trt rot Ib>a%v&' litxyiMola ts Xf^^-a, cOO^ olt 
aft Bfi 'sjavh oixoiay cuffTTs^ ah la. tccv a^^wv, l^lcoixov re, )^ moirilav^ 
i^ ovy/^of fojv . owtr®" ya^ Tig airo (jLE^ag ra o-Tre^fjLaliHa $«« ^078 
TO ffvfysvsi ofuv^ ica?M3i ef$fy|«7o. Apol. 2. p. 1 32. 

V* things 
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^'* things according to the will of the Fa- 

* ther — not feparated, or divided, or re- 
^* moving from place to place, not circum- 
'* fcribed ; all mind, all paternal light, all 

* eye, feeing every thing, hearing every thing, 
^* know^ing every thing ; by his power 
?* fearching all power. To him the whole 
^f hoft of heaven and of gods is fubjedl*/' 
Who could be afliamed of fuch a mafter 
as this? But this was not the crucified 
Jefus. 

That it was Chrift who taught the Greeks 
their philofophy, was a dodrine afterwards 
ibandoned by the chriftians; but that he 
vas the medium of divine communication to 
he patriarchs^ was firmly retained, though 

* TtlXaalak sr nai ayiotldhi^ mm Kv^rJlak xcu iry^fiofutcJlah^ xaa 

lyia TH 'ScS^j MM TO 'SjX9 Of ITU OUOU^U^ OOUXfLoia^ MM M^Viii ^JO^ 

m earSkuffziistzi^ e y£i3^ots:tin at ryjns ti; ttjtov^ 'saSn ot vscflcU^ jj 
mSiKfai we^axojMtfog. dk^g iv^, tl><ag ^s»^ vdH^teTf^ Ojo^ of^a^ificg igMh- 
ft tfsa^ "KaAx aoaaatj £i3^ %:sAi^ cvTOfm ra^ dwofia; e^tywf * rtik^ 
moffm vifS£sa£su r^a a?/i?A7 n ^ Sswf* Strom, lib. 7. p. 
7C2. 

It 



i88 Of the Tower and Book IL 

it is an opinion diredlly contrary to that of 
the author^ of the epiftle to the Hebrews, 
who begins with faying, " God wbo^ atjun- 
^' dry times, and in divers manners, jp^ke in 
•' time pajl unto the Fathers by the prophets, 
** has in thefe laji days fpoken unto us by his 
^* Son'' According to this, it is evident that 
God had riot fpoken to mankind by his Son 
before the difpenfation of the gofpel. 

As it was Juftin Martyr who probably 
firft advanced this dodtrine, I fhall give fronv 
his writings a paffage or two in which it is 
expreffed. They occur in his dialogue with 
Trypho, and were evidently intended to re- 
concile the Jews to the chriftian religion. 
But it was not the method which had been 
taken by the apoftles. They w^ere content 
to fhew from the fcriptures that Jefus was 
the Chrift, who was to come into the world, 
and not one that had ever been in it, or 
afted any part in it, before he was born. 
** Bear with me," fays Juftin, " and I will 
*' fhew you from the book of Exodus, that^ 
*' th^s is the fame who is called an angel^ 
** and God, and Lord, and a man, and th 
** man wj;io appeared to Abraham, and t 

'' Ifaac 
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Ifaac, and appearing in the form of a 
flame of fire, difcourfed with Mofes from 
the bufh*." " Who is he that is fome- 
times called the angel of the great coun- 
cil, a man by Ezekiel, the fon of man by- 
Daniel, a child by Ifaiah, and Chrift, and 
God to be worftiipped, and David, and 
Chrift, and a ftone by many, and wifdom 
by Solomon, and Jofeph, and Judas, and 
a ftar by Mofes, and (tvAT^Kn [a branch] by 
Zechariah, and one who was to fuflfer, 
and Jacob, and Ifrael again by Ifaiah, and 
a rod, and a flower, and a chief corner 
ftone, and the Son of God-f/' " As he 
is called the Son of God in the writings 
of the apoftles, we underftand him to be 

mil®' Vfjuv 'Jsaq o ctulog oulo; '^ aSyt'K®'^ kJ Seoj, i^ xvpi®-^ )^ osmp-^ 

.^ M/juT^f^i T6) Mavo-ei. Dial. p. 263* 

•f* T<^ y £nv slog og jy oTyeX®- (A'sycthtg (SsXnj woJe, ^ em^ $a IeCcm* 

a(Kj J^ ag iHog cndpuTn ^la Aexvifii?^ ^ feratSbv iia Ha-aoif x) Xp^og^ ^b 

-Sco( VfvJxmlogy K^ Ao^iJi, jy X^^ro;, J^ Ja^®- 3ia voMuv^ jy <ro^i» 

iiat '^oT^Ofrnvog^ jy Ift)<7>}<p, ly h^^ag, x^ aarptn ius, Mattfcreoigy iy cmak^ 

&a Za;c^^ K^ vaMog, iy laotaSj at^ Lr^X *ma?jaf iaa H^Aor, Xj 

^€i^y X;' ov^, MM ?.^®- Mtpoytmcu^ uekhSitxi k^ mosS». Ibid. 

p. 407. 

** before 
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** before all creatures, coming from the 
" Father by his power, and at his pleafurc, 
" who is alfo called wifdom, and day, and 
** a day ftar, and a fword, and a ftone, and a 
" ftaiF, and Jacob, and Ifrael, and in vari- 
** ous ways in the writings of the pro- 
«' phets*." '' Our Chrift/' he fays, ** in 
*' the form of fire, fpake to Mofes from the 
/* bufh, and faid, put off thy fhoes,*' &c.+ 

According to Philo, and the chriftian 
philofophers, the logos was not only a 
teacheri but alfo the creator of all things ; 
and when this logos was reprefented as 
the fame with Chrift, nothing could give 
men a higher idea of their crucified matter. 
** How," fays Chryfoftom, *' can any dare 
*' to call Chriil: a fervant, who did not put 
** forth all his ftrength when he made the 

* El«x wov Sf8 ysypafAfjLSvov avlov cv roig aTTOfxvYifMVEu/jiMn tuv 
a7roTO>Ji)v avlis exov^hj, 3y viov aulov Xsyovlsg^ vsvor^xafASV oiHa )^ m^ 
nsaylav 'ZJoinfialuVy octto ts 'sraip®' ^wafjLSi aula Kj jSa^ij 'srpoi?Jkvlay 
og xj (Toffia, )Ci rifJispa^ y^ avctlo7<ny xj fjuzxa^poc, Jy XiS®*, xj paQi®-^ 
;^ lamQ^ j^ lapanX, kuT aTOsov ^ oCf^v rpoTTOV, ev Toig tcov wptXpiSa* 
T^oyotg 'SFpocnryopEuraim Dial. p. 353* 

+ Ev lisa 'swpog £h pcxla 'StpojafjuMo'ev aula nf^Blep®- Xf^rog^ xcu 
BiTreVy vTroXuffcu ra vTTohfjLotla as^ nai 7rpoaB>£uv attxaciv. Apol. I. 
p. 92. 

'' world." 
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'* world*." Tatian fays that ** the logos 

* before the creation of man, was the maker 
'* of angels f /' 

Methodius very diftinftly mentions a 
middle fcheme, fuppofing, after Philo, that 
the Father created matter out of nothing, 
by an a£t of his will, and that afterwards 
the Son formed it into worlds. ^* There 
'* are,*' he fays, *' two creative powers, he 

* that by his mere will creates whatever he 

• pleafes out of nothing, which is the Fa- 

• ther; the other, which adorns and per- 

* feds what was firft produced by the for- 

* iser, and in imitation of him. TWxu is 

• the Son, the powerful right hand of the 
« Father, by which, after he had created 

• matter out of nothing, he adorns it;};/' 

* Uof 13 Ts>^«xu^ T3?j ]mfr» 'fsy^ «•» i«r, « 7^ fwiJr ^^Jir «^« 
•li. 3. p. 121. 
■ryac^sc j^!i ^jrxi^s. led. ic. p. 2^. 

I ^^cdL «=e»- ft Tyyxacs. ?r r -rife, \x\iia»'U»xr.»»j7' 

WOOL «?=ar;9»!Brs Ksra jti^erri: ?r: v^snpder -r^ n^ y^rt^^^sL ' 

li 
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If we admit the diftindion between wiwrnf 
and J'ni^itipyof given by Juftin Martyr, it may 
be fuppofed that all the more early Fathers, 
who called Chrift the demturgus, believed 
that the matter out of which the world was 
made was provided by the Father *. 

Afterwards it was fuppofed that the Son 
was employed in the original creation of 
matter out of nothing. Thus Tertullian 
fays, " the rule of faith requires us to be- 
** lieve that there is one God, who pro- 
** duced all things out of nothing, by his 
^* Son, iirft emitted from him-f." 

To be born of a woman was certainly 
degrading to this great perfonage ; but the 
difgrace was in a great meafure wiped aWay, 
when it was confidered that he made the 

* Avayxduov Se oifjuxi km rslco 'tspoax^iv rov v«v, oli sSk 'sroi^nv aulw 
nxa?wl', ayo^ iriiMiipyov ovofAcc^n Sewv • kailoi 'Z3'oX^>I5 ^la^opag w 
Tiiloig aang naia tw aula Ib\al(ov&' ^o^ccv ' o /xsv yap ^oiy^rjg^ nievog 
t7fps 's^oo<T^zofjuE\f®~^ £jc Twf eauls ^uva^tug km e^aa-iag 'sroisi to 'moiHfis- 
vov • 5iE infJU3fr/og9 mv Tr\g irifjuspyiag ^uvafjuv £K rrtg uMi ^i^ofifpagy ica- 
loffKivo^ti TO yzvofxtvov. Ad Graecos. p. 21. 

f Regola eft autcm fidei — qua creditur unum cmnina 
Deum effe — qui univerfa de nihilo produxerit per verbum 
fuum primo omnium dcmiflum. De Prafcriptione. fefl. 
13. p. 206. 

very 
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r woman of whom he was born. 'Mf 
11 things were made by him/' fays Auflin, 
lary, of whom he was born, was made 
•y him*." His body was alfo a dif- 
:eful circumftance; but not fo much 
when it was confidered that he made 
t very body. Clemens Alexandrinus, 
iking of the Son, fays, ** he forms 
tinifelf -f-." " The logos, going forth, 
ras the author of creation, and pro- 
uced itfelf, when it was made flefli, 
hat it might be feenj/' " Having 
3rmed to himfelf a body out of the vir- 
in," Athanafius fays, *' he gave no fmall 
roof of his divinity, for he who made 
hat, did alfo make all things §." 
IL8 Chrifl made his own body, £0 he 
iwife made his own human foul. " The 

S enisi oHinli per ipfum facta funt, et ipia Maria de 
Kutus e& per ipfuoi £acia eft. In Pf. 75. Opera, rol. 
827. 
JLb j09 ^scjcrilu *3u ^fiixpr/u, Strom, lib; 7. p. 706. 

^af r^;! '/Tjrrrsu. nx zai ^so-tsi. I bid. lib. 5. p. 553- 

' «:t-r^. E^e tciri^ciit. Opera, vol. x. p. 7 1. 

i^'oL. II. O *• logos 
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•* logos of God/* fays Anaftafius Sanai 
** when he came to renew Adam, made i 
" himfclf fuch a foul as he firft impart 
** from himfelf to Adam, by breathing ii 
*^ him ^r 

According to the fame fyftem, whi 
made Chrift the creator of his own body,, 
likewife raifed that body from the gra 
** If,'* fays AthanaJfius, ** when he hu 
'^ upon the crofs, he raiffed the bodies of 
** faints, when they were diffolved, mi 
*' more could he raife his own body, wh; 
** he carried about him, being the loj 
** of the ever living God -f-." ** He \i 
** quickeneth all the dead quickened \ 
** man Chrift Jefus, whom he had 
"fumed J/' Eufebius fays, that Ch 

* E^i5>j/^rwra^ ay Tg Sea T^yot; em to avoaiamccu tov AdiocfA, 
cfvrw zavTG) ^i^vx^^ £^fMiifm(T£v^ oioQf aira^x'ii ^^ ioojth Sia ts £ 
cTifiaTog ra A^^jU iJi£TeSax£v. De Hominis Creatione, J 
dini Colleflio, vol. 2. p. 64. 

t El yao em rmtpk m ra wpd^iay^evra vtHpa^m ayim 1 
caixara * ^o>^ fjiaTOsov eyeipai ^warrai ef^opece crafjM^ as 
^eog >^o^. Opera, vol. 2* p. 542. 

J O yap *isav\oLg T8f veKpaq (uowoim^ xai tov ex Mapta^ caSft 
Xpt^ov Iwrtv e^aoTromev, cv oofeO^tv* Sermo Major de Fid- 
Montfaucon's CoUedlio, vol. s?. p. 6. 

1 raii 
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-aifcd his own body, being the right hand 
ind power of the Father *. This Paulinus 
uppofed to have been foretold by Jacob, 
^hen he compared Jadah to a lion* ** The 

* fame Lord is the lion who conquered, and 
' the lion's whejp, who went to flcep of 

* his own accord, and raifed himfelf up, of 
' whom it is written. Who fhall raife him 

But according to Origcn, he was raifed 
life by God the Father, *' the fame," he 
ays, *' whom Chrift honoured as the God 
'* of Abraham, Ifaac^ and Jacob, and whom 
'^ he called not the God of the dead, but of 
' the living +." 

The logos of the Father having now af- 
tned a proper perfonal charaiSer, and be-' 

^^ Koc oarroi to txms anrr/n cs//ta^ Sc^ta mm ouva/uf m m vo- 
ff. In Pf. Montfaucon's CoUedio, vol. J» p. 701. 

"t^.Idem enim dominus et leo ille, qui vicit ct catulus ef): 
^xib, fua fponte fopitus, et a fcmctipfo refufcitatus, de quo 
'ilitum eft: Qnis fufcitabit eum? Ad Scverum, Ep. 4. 
?cra, p. 53. 

4^ Ov yap uv a»x uraoTf sx nxfor/ FTryf^ftr/r/ ln7^9 3«i- n th- 
*^ varspuy^ ov Mm Xf^fog iciaiuv ^bcv th ^paofA^ nai Iffoaui^ 
^ ^mu& fTf^iy, st9cuy MX wTWf nxf/uv^ a»^ Zxrjjw, lo J<^n. 
*^>mment. vol. 2. p. 183. 

O 3 ing 
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ing infeparably united with the man Jefq 
a new and immenfe field of fpeculation 
opened unto us; and great fcope was give 
to the ingenuity of thofe who maintains 
fo complex and fo extraordinary a fyften 
Chrift was now a three-fold being, coniifi 
ing of the divine logos^ a human yZ>«/, and 
human body i and the combination of all tl 
powers peculiar to each of thefe componej 
parts was certainly in great danger of coj 
fiderably afFeding them all, fome bcir 
lowered and others raifed. 

Conlidering Chrift as one compound \m 
ing, it was generally agreed that he hclc 
middle rank between the fupreme God a. 
the creatures. Alexander, bifhop of Ale 
^ndria, fays that '' Chrift, by whom (5 
*^ made all things, is called a middle nati; 
** between the Father who is unbegotte 
*Vand the creatures*/* 

Theophilus, following Philo> fays, ths 
** the Father is not confined to place, bi: 

* Ayvo^svlcii ot AVd^n^oif ai fjLAKpov «tv tifi (JLila^v ^(ij(t 
Ay^vvin\\s }y rap Kltcd-ivlav vtt* avJh fe5 kx ovJcov, ht^yiKov Tt , 
ttKoyaVy eov fJLiffi]iv\i(ret (pvan fJLovoyipHf, // »f ret oAct i^ i 
ovltov i'TToimiv '?y«t7«p ru ^iv hoy^^ Theodoriti Hift. lib, ; 
cap. 4« p. ly* 

•* tb 
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*• that the logos, by which he made all 
'• things, being his power and wifdom, af- 
" fuming the charafter of the Father, and 
'* Lord of all, was prefent in Paradife, in 
" the charafter of God*." 

Bifhop Bull acknowledges that. Juftin 
Martyr, Tertullian, and Novatian thought 
that the Father could not be confined to 
place, but that the Son might -f*. 

Methodius calls Chrift the oldeft of the 
OBons, and the chief of the archangels J. 

«t;7«* ^i hoyoi etv% J^i i TO. ^ctv]^ nfiToiflKi^ i'vvetym av Ktu 

ffOpiA Av]lS, avAhaiJlCetVUV to ^^O^O^OV T» ^tClfOi KeUKVfl^ TUV 

Lib. 2. p. 129. 

-|- Defeniio. feft. 4. cap. 3. p. 236. 

% Hf yct^ nrftTuJ^iTetlov Toy ^vp^ff^CvJetJov tu9 aiuvuv kom 
^fmlo9 rmf A^y^dLyyi^av Avif»^oti yL^n.m ^vvoyiiKiiv m tov 
fi-pf 0'Cv7flt7oF xoi vfalov Tav AV&fU'Tr&r ^i^oiKi^^nvAt. De Con- 
▼ivio Virgifium, p. 79. 
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CHAPTER VI. 

Chriji^ bejtde being the Logos of the Fath 
was thought to have a proper human Soul 



A 



S Chrift reafoned and converfed 1: 
other men, it might have been thou^ 
that he had only one reafoning intellig< 
principle within him, whatever that 1 
been. But it is remarkable, that all 
Fathers till the time of Arius held t 
Chrift had a proper hun^an foul, as \^ 
as a human body ; which, of itfelf, afFo 
a ftrong prefumption, that the ancient o 
nion was, that of Chrift being a rnere m 
without any pre-exiftent foul at all. t 
the generally received opinion been, t 
the foul of Chrift was a great pre-exift< 
fpirit, they who aimed at nothing m 
than advancing the rank and power of t 
fpirit, would not have thought it neceff 
to give Chrift another foul (one being i 
ficient for all the purpofes of intelligen 
and whatever this foul had been capable 
before, it might have done afterwards. 

Sin 
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Since, therefore, the phllofophizing chrif- 
tia^ns did not proceed in this manner, it is 
pl3.in that they had a different foundation 
to build upon. They found the popular 
opinion to be, that Chrift was a man i 
and the received opinion of that age was, 
that a man confifted of two parts, viz^ 
foul and body. What they faid, therefore, 
at firft, was, as I have fliewn, little moi'e 
than all chriftians had fuppofed, and what 
naight be confidered as only a different 
W'ay of exprefSng the fame thing. The 
common people believed that the man Je- 
^us was under the direction and influence 
^f the fpirit and power of God, and the 
philofophers among them fuppofed that 
the divine fpirit, which they called the 
^S^s^ was attached, and infeparably united, 
*o the man Jefus. They would fay, that 
this was only the fame principle^ or power^ 
*^y which God made the world, and in- 
*piited the ancient prophets ; and the com- 
mon people would not know how to ob- 
h^ to this. 

Accordingly, it does not appear, that 
"^^ common people were alarmed at this 

O 4 new 



200 Of Chrijl having Book IL 

new doftrine, till thofe who had advanced 
it proceeded one ftep farther, and main- 
tained, that in confequence of this inti- 
mate and permanent union of the divine 
logos to the man Jefus, he might be called 
God. Still, however, they were particu- 
larly careful to re;prefent this new God as 
greatly inferior to the Supreme Being, and 
as having no divinity, but what he derived 
from him ; and, therefore, might ftill be 
called his. In this manner, we have feen, 
they endeavoured to turn off the force of 
the popular objeftions. 

When, afterwards, the Arians fuppofed 
the logos that was in Chrift to be a created 
beings and not the proper logos, or reafon 
of the Father^ they naturally dropped the 
notion of Chrift having a human foul ; and 
at this, as being quite a novel opinion, the 
orthodox ma^e loud exclamations. Had 
the ancient dodrine, therefore, been, that 
the logos was a creature, the notion of 
Chrift having a human foul would ijever 
have been adopted. 

It is evident, that the chriftian writers 
pever fpeak of more than one logos^ and this 

was 
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VV3.6 the logos, or wifdom of the Father, 
and uncreated. Whether, therefore, they 
thought that this logos could be fo far 
united to a man, as to partake of his fufFer- 
ing^$ (which fome of them probably did) 
or they did not, it is evident that it 
could not be a human foul. Befides, had 
there been any fuch difference of opi- 
nion among the Fathers, as that fome of 
them (hould have held that the logos in 
Chrift was uncreated, while others held 
that it was created ; if fome of them 
^ould have maintained that it was the 
proper wifdom and power of the Father, 
^nd others that it was a fpirit fo far fimilar 
to a human foul, as to be capable of a 
proper union with a human body, and 
^f all the fundions of other fouls, there 
^ould certainly have been a difcuffion of 
the queftion. Confidering how attentive 
chriilians aftually were to every opinion 
coiiQerning the perfon of Chrift, from 
t^G time of the apoftles to that of the 
council of Nice, as well as afterwards, a 
4^crence of opinion of this magnitude 

would 
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would certainly have excited as much con«- 
troverfy before the time of Arius as it dicE 
after his time. 

Since, therefore, it is evident from their 
writings, that all the Fathers befote the: 
council of Nice, who mention the logos -al 
all, had the fame idea of it, and there was 
no controverfy among them on the fub«- 
je<a (though theyjwere highly offended iat 
the notion of the Gnoftics, whofc Cbrijl 
very much rcfembled the Arian logos) it 
may be prefumed, a priori^ that they did 
not differ with refpedt to the other con- 
ilituent parts of Chrifl, but that whatever 
opinion was clearly held by fome of them, 
was held by them all. And there is this 
farther probability in favour of it, that 
there was no more controverfy among 
them about the foul of Chriji, than ther^ 
was about the logos. 

That Chrift had a human foul, was 
clearly, as I fhall now proceed to fhow, the 
opinion of all the orthodox Fathers before 
the council of Nice. Clemens Romahus 
fays, ** Chrifl gave his own blood for us by 

'' the 
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le will of God, his flefh for our flefti, his 
*^ £IhM\ for our fouls*/' Juftin Martyr 
Ca^ys, ** Our doSM^RC is more fublime than 
#^ SLny thing that was ever taught by man, 
^ ^ ^LS the whole of the rational being, Chrift, 
f^^ ^%;vho appeared for us, confifted of a ioJy^ 
** -the logos, and B.Jbul'f." 

"renaeus unqueftionably had the idea of 
L.rill having a human fou/^ as well -as a 
bocjy. In defcribing the whole perfon of 
rift, he reprefents it as the union of God 
d man, and not of the logos and the body 
a man only. ** The prophets,'' he fays, 
^^ preached his coming according to the 
** fleih, by which he >yas made a mixture 
^* and union of God and man J." He aU 

TUP HI, i^jj, ^pg^ ff^Af, TO tfl^fit etV% ti'iOKlV VTip n^JLOV 

Sc«. 49. p. 1 7 5, 

^^iV^tLl TA t\^{\tfA J'lA Tiijo KoyiKOV TO OKOV [/iflt TO Ao- 

y^Kou oXor] Tor ^ahvIa cT/ »//.<*? ;)^p/rorr ^€Q/ojrgrrti ;ttf/ ^a;^* 
**-« A.o^or »*i 4t;;^«K« Apol. s. p. 123. 

t Prophetae — praedicaverunt ejus fecundum carnem 
^^^^i^tum, per quem commixtio et communio dei ct ho- 
miuis^-fafta eft. Lib. 4. cap. 37, p. 331. 

ways 
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ways fuppofes man to copfift of two ps 
foul and body^ and exprefsly fpeaks of Ch 
as having both. *' If Chrift," he fa 
** was not what we are, it is of li 
** confequcncc that he fufFered. We c< 
*' fift of a body which is from the ear 
*^ and ^ifoxd from the breath of God. 1 
** word of God therefore took this, 
*' own work, upon himfelf, and on this 
** count confefTcs himfelf to be the Sor 
•' man*/' 

He fpeaks of Chrift as being three d 
in the place where the dead are, preach 
to the fouls there -f-; and he could not th; 
that fuch a logos as he defcribes co 

♦ Si hoc non faftus eft quod nos eramus, non magi 
faciebat quod paffus eft et fuftinuit. Nos autem, quor 
corpus fumus de terra acceptum, et anima accipiens i 
fpiritum, omnis quicunque confitebitur. Hoc itaque 
turn eft verbum Dei, fuum plafma in femetipfum rccaj 
lans, et propter hoc filium hominis fe coniitetur. Lil 
cap. 33. p. 260. 

+ Tribus diebus converfatus eft ubi erant mortui.^ 
Et propter hoc Dominum in ea quae funt fub terra defc 
difTe, evangelizantem et illis adventum fuum remii 
peccatorum exiftentem his qui credunt in eum. Lib 
<^ap. 35, p.4Si» !-*• 4- cap. 45. p. 346; 



V ^ 
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have Ifeen particularly in that place* For 
confidered the logos. not as any thing that 
created^ but what had always exifted 
vv^ith God, ** Thou, O man," fays he, *^ art 
** not uncreated, nor didft thou co-exift 
** Avith God, like his own word*/' 

. In anfwer to the Gnoftics, who faid that 
it Was Jefus only, and not the Chrijl that 
Haflercd, he fays, indeed, that in the ac- 
^^>unt of our Saviour's fufFerings in the 
t'iptures, the word Chriji is made ufe off. 
when he explains himfelf more fully, 
^^ ^ys, it was the man only that fufFered, 
logos being quiefcent at that time. 
s he was man that he might be tempted, 
fo he was the logos that he might be 
glorified; the logos being quiefcent in 
l:iis temptation, crucifixion, and death, but 
l::>cing prefent with the man, in his vic- 
tory, patience, kindnefs, refurredion, and 
alcenfion:}:." 

iNon enim infc6lus cs, O homo, nee femper co-exifte^ 
^ Deo, licut proprium ejus verbum. Lib. 2. cap. 43. 

'^*s XP^sn MEx^M ovofMli. Lib. 3. cap. 20. p. 246. 
^ il<T7f€p yap w av^gmr®- tva 'sapa^y alo km Xoy®- iva oe|«- 
*^'** • T/fffvX'^oflos ftfiv T8 hoya sv ru 'Ssi^afSai^ km rM/caa^My hm 



2o6 Of Cbrlji having . Book 11. 

It is fufficiently evident that Novatian 
believed CJirift to have a foul as well as 
the logos, this being God, a principle pfo- 
perly divine^ w^hich could not ifuffer.or die. 
•' If the immortal foul in other perfons," 
he fays, ^^ could not be killed, how much 
** lefs could the word of God, and God in 
** in Chrift, be killed — From this," he fays, 
^' may be inferred, that it was only the man 
*« in Chrift that was killed, and that the 
" word could not become mortal." As 
he had juft before obferved that in man 
the body only can die, he would naturally 
have ufed the term body with refpedl to 
Chrift, and not that oi man in him^ if he had 
not believed that befides the logos, Chrift con- 
fifted of a compleat man, foul and body*. 

aTTO^vyiO'juiv ' avyy ivofjLsvii h sv tu vikoVj hoi vTCOix^m^ kcu xf^JS'^ys- 
a^ou^ Hou aviroca^au^ km ava>a^a,yz<T^ou Lib. 3, cap. 21 • 
p. 250. 

* Quod li anima immortalis occidi aut interfici non 
poteft in quovis alio licet (cum fcilicet) corpus et caro 
fola poflit interfici, quanto magis utique verbum Dei, et 
Deus in Chrifto, interfici omnino non potuit;^ cum caro 

fola et corpus occifum fit Per hsec colligitur non nifi 

hominem in Chrido interfe£tum appareat, ad mortalitatem 
fermonem in loco (in illo) non effe deduftum. Cap. 25. 
p. 194. Ed.Jackfont 

Tertullian 
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TcrtuUian always fuppofcs the fame. 
Speaking of Chrift's faying, " My God, my 
God, why haft thou forfaken me,'* *^ this 
** voice," fays he, ** was from the flefti, 
** and the foul, that is, the man, and not 
*' of the word or the fpirit, that is, not of 
'* the God; and was uttered to (hew that 

* God was impafliblc, who thus left the Son, 

* and gave up his man to death*. In Chrift,'*' 
wt lays, ** writing againft the Gnoftics, we 
"• find a foul and fleflb in plain and cxprefs 
'* terms; that is, the foul is a foul, and the 
^ flefli flefh. Had the foul been flefh, or 
*thc flefli a foul, they ought to have been 
•^ fo called "f*.*' 

Origcn, who has been fuppofed to be a 
ivourer of Arianifm, exadlly follows thefe 



SeS hxc vox camb et animae^ id eft hominis: non 
-^^tepnis; nee fpiritus, id eft non Dei, propterea emifia 
-^ i^ impaBibiiem Deum oftenderit, qui lie filium dere- 

it, dum hominem ejus tradidit in mortem. Ad 
, fcft. 30. p. 518- 

In Chriflo vero invenimus animam et carnem, fim- 

^^bus ct nudis vocabulis editas ; id eft, animam animam, 

» carnem carnem ; nufquani animam carnem, aut carnem 

« 

^i mam : quando ita ' nominari debuiflent. De came 
C\irifti, fed. 15. p. 318, 

writers 
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writers In this do(arine*. I (hall fclec 
a few paffages from him. " He whoi— 
** we are perfuaded to have been froE 
** the beginning God, and with God, He 5 
•' the very logos, the very wifdom, aa 
" the very truth. He took a mortal bocf 
'* and a human foul, and by uniting and 
** mixing them with himfelf, made them 
*' partake of his divinityf." ** Chrift not 
*' only preached in the body, buf his foul, 
** freed from the body, preached to other 
** fouls, likewife freed from the body, that 
*' would-be converted to himfelf J." In an- 
fwer to Celfus, who had faid that *^ if God^ 
** the immortal logos, took the mortal 
** body and the foul of man, he would be 
** fubjedt to change," Origen fays, ** Let 

* See his treatife againft Celfus, p. 62, 63, 64. 128. 
and many other places. 

apx^^vj sivai ^eov jcJ vicv ^fs, aulcg o aJlo>^yog sri ic, r\ cxtjlccro^ia x} 
Y] auloaT^ri^ta. To Se ^vtJJov aula cufjux. :^ Tvy ixv^^i)7riVY!v cv avlot 

ra. fjLsyira ^afjLEv 'apoo'sO^ri^ivatf iy rng saliva ^Eiolni®' KEwivmnrnla^ 
Big ^Eov fjLslahsQm^cu. Lib. 3, p. 136. 

% Kcu yvfjLVYi (rco/juzlog ysvofjLsv^ ^'i^X'i, Tocig yu/xyMg (rafjLoHav o/xi^j 
•i^vx^i^% £^<rfef>wv KOHtivw rag pii>.C{jLTVJig 's:^cg oiulov. Lib. 2. p. 85. 

'' him 
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"him learn, that the logos, remaining 
" eflentially the logos, fufFers nothing of 
«« what the tody or the foul feels ♦." In 
his Commentaries on Matthew, he fays, that 
** Chrifl increafed in wifdom with refpeft 
'* to his human foul+/* 

Socrates the hiftorian, giving an account 
cf a fynod held at Alexandria, at which 
Athanafius attended, fays, ^* It was there 
"• agreed, that when Chrifl became incar« 
' nate, he took not only flefh, but alfo the 
^ foul of man, which was the opinion of 
all the ancient divines. For they did not 
think that they were introducing a new 
doftrine into the church, but what was 
i^reeable to eccleiiaftical tradition among 
^^riftian philofophers. This was the 
doftrine of all the ancient writers, who 
have mentioned the fubjedt. For cer- 
^tainly Irenasus, Clemens, ApoUinarius of 

CMyO-'Di fsma fAsmt Xn^- vfiVfAEv vsurxst w wa^x^ to c»[sa 
^iiQOr. Lib 4* p. 170. 

I^W TO hunts mf09HViiflw^ Vol. i. p. 3^0* 

Vol. II. P Hierapolis; 
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** Hierapolis, and Serapion bifhop of 
** tioch, fhew by. their writings,. that 
'* confidered it as a thing univerfall] 
*' knowledged, that when Chrift be 
*• incarnate he had a foul. The co 
** which was affembled on the ace 
*' of Beryllus, of Alexandria in Arab 
*' their letters to Beryllus^ (hew the 
*' thing J and Origen frequently, ii 
^* writings, acknowledged Chrift to h 
'' foul*/' 

Indeed, as I have obferved, had foi 
the Fathers had one opinion on this 
jcft, and fome another, it could not 
failed to occafion a difcuffion of the j 

* Kat rev svavG^uTn/Kravlaj h fxovov tvtra^KOV, ixTta k^ sfi^ 
cm^vexHo^ D x^ ma>ai roig^ eMO^naiariKoig av^^aaiv siotcei 
vea^av riva Bf^na-Ksiav smvoYio'avlsg eig rm iKHM<nav ziorrya'i 

w^fa roi; x^tnaVojv ao^oig i^iT^aofsilo . «?o ya^ 'TsaHzg ot 
le^oi TTEfi Tji7s Aoycv yufAvaaavleg^ syf^cc^ov nfjuv kcSeT^ittov , 
'EifYivaiog T£ xai Kx>yx>ij, A^roXivafw? re o h^aTro^Jkg, xc 
muv Tiug Ev Avriox,eia mposra enxMcLogy ^/^•J^i'pcov rov bv 
&avla, £v Toif "aovrfitKTiv oujlot; "hoyoig cog OfA/)7\,oyiifABvcv auloig ^ 
« fmr aW^ xou n Jia BwpX^ov tov ^ihcc5e>.(piag 7ng ev A^aCu 
TTOV ytvof/,£vyi ffwohg y^a(pE<Ta BnpvTO^ ra aula ^aoo^E^m 
ymg Se 'Bavlaxa iaev ev 'fotg (pE^Qf/^voig aula ^C'Aio*^, spu^ 

ivw/9^6im^gi^ wJjbv. Lib. 3, cap. 7. p. 178. 
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and warm controverfy, before the time df" 
Arias. It is to this day, alfo, the received 
opinion of all thofe who are called ortho- 
dox, "that Chrift has a proper human foul, 
and the Arians ftill are the only chriftianS 
who deny this* 

As this doftrine of Chrift having a prd- 
j)er human foiil, together with that of the 
real origin and nature of the logos, is of fo 
much confequence to the fyftem of Ari* 
anifm, I have carefully attended to every * 
thing 'that I could find to have been ad-* 
Vanced by any Arians on the fubjecl* But 
to my great furprize, I have hstrdly found 
that it has been fo much as noticed by 
them, except by Mr. Whifton, who, in his 
ColleBTon of ancient Monuments relating to 
the Trinity^ without mentioning any other 
authority whatever, infers from there being 
no exprefs mention of a human foul in 
Chrift in two particular treatifes of Athana* 
fius, viz. that againji the Gentiles^ and that 
on the Incarnation^ that " this Father feems 
•• as if he had never heard of fuch a no- 
** tion ainiong chriftians at all.'' P. 74. fic 
ftdds^ ** I folemnly appeal to the unbialTed 

P 2 ** reader. 
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** reader, after he has carefully perufed the 
** whole difcourfe, whether he can believe 
<^ that Athanafius owned a human rational 
*^ foul, as affumed by the word at the in- 
*^ carnation, when he wrote that treatiic.*' 
He then concludes with aflerting, that ^* the 
** acknowledgment of a human and ra- 
^' tional foul in Chrift, diftinguifhed from 
^* his divine nature, was one of the laft 
?* branches of the Athanafian herefy." 

That this writer was aware of the impor* 
tance of this fadt is very evident. ** It is 
•* indifputable,'' he fays, ** and is agreed 
** on by all, that in cafe our Saviour did 
*^ hot affume a human rational foul at his in* 
*,* carnation, the common orthodoxy cannot 
^* pofEbly be defended.*' But if he did, the 
Arian hypothefis muft fall to the ground. 

Now, certainly, it cannot follow that 
becaufe exprefs mention is not made of the 
human foul of Chrift in two particular 
treatifes^ that the author did not allow, and 
had not even heard of fuch a thing. In- 
deed, I do not fee that Athanafius had any 
particular occafion to mention it in thefe 

treatifes. For it was the body of Chrift^ and 

the 
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the infirmities of fuch a body, that was the 
great objedtion to chriftianity, which he 
was endeavouring to anfwer ; and therefore 
he dwells upon the neceffity of Chrili tak- 
ing fuch a body. But in feveral parts of 
thefe very treatifes, and even fome of thofe 
that are marked by Mr. Whifton himfelf, 
as moil favourable to his own conclufion^ 
the human foul of Chrifl: feems to be hinted 
at ; as when the logos is faid to have af- 
fumed, or to have been united to the man^ 
or human nature in general, and not the 
body in particular. ** When human nature 
** was gone aftray/' he fays, " the word 
^' took poiTeiiion of it, and appeared as a 
^' man, that he might fave it from its dan- 
** gerous flate, by his governing power and 
** goodnefs*.'- 

But what is fufficiently decifive in favour 
of Athanafius, as well as all his predecefTors 
believing that Chrift had a proper human 
foul is that the logos, according to his and 
their defcription of it^ could not fupply the 

wm *Kififf9m Sia t»i; HvCefmn<o$ aula ^ oyoddM?®** P« 97 

P 3 place 
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place of one, iDecaufe it was the proper 
dom of the Father^ and confequently in 
able of fufFering, which was always fupp 
to be pne end of the incarnation. The 
lowing arp defcriptions ,of the 'logos 
tbefp very treatifes, and in Mr, Whif 
own tranflation. / 

^* But God the word was not of thij 

* ture in man ; for he was not bounc 

* to the body, but did himfelf rather 

* it together, when he was thereiii ; 
Valfo was at the fame time prefent t( 
' things, and was. without the beings 
^ exift, and refted alone in his Father ^ 

^^ He is the good produdt of a good 
^ ing, and the true Son, and is then 
^ the power, wifdom, and word of the 
^ ther ; and is not fuch by participa 
^ Nor are thofe qualities external, or 
^ ventitious to him, as is the cafe of i 

* that are partakers of them, and are 

* ftrufted by him, and become powi 
^/ and rational through him, But he \i 

7%t T»T^^ are KeUlV TiSTa tlV KCU iV TOlf ^(LCTIV iTVy^d 

*^ cnl 
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** culiarly the real wifdom, the real word, 
'* the real power of the Father, &c. *" 

Athanafius, moreover, in the treatife on 
the incarnation, exprefsly fays, that the lo- 
gos was incapable of fuflfering, as indeed 
being of a divine nature it could never be 
fuppofed to be. ** He himfelf was not 
" hurt at all, as being impafljble and the 
•'real word of God f." 

It is acknowledged that Juftin Martyr 
and Irenaeus (but I do. not know that it is 
(rue of any others) fptrak of the l^^gos fuffl'r^ 
ing. The forrher fays, that '' the logos was 
** preached as fufFering J/' And the latter 
iays ** the logos of God became flelh, and 
^* fuiFered||/' But as both thefe Writers 
iuppofed that Chrift had a human foul, 

V^CKJ^')($»Vf ^VVCtfJLl^ i^i Tb 'HTATpOf, XCU ao^tif., KOU Ao}/0<, H 

• ■ • ■ • ". 

fitTtsf iceu hoyiKHf ^y Avra yivoi/^^Vdi, ah). ctV7 0(ro(ptct^ ctvTOm 
hgyoft AVToJ^vvAfAif li'iA T» uTotTpof , 6s i . Ad Geotes. p, ; i^ 

XAi AVToKoyofccv, KAt -d-ioi. St£i. 54. p. io8. 

J Ky^'j^-^iVTet J^ I* dVTav 'Iff A^ov7 A ?<oyov» Dial, lo Jack^ 
fen on Novatuq, p. 3jf7. 

y A/«e n ^oy(^ ffaf^ lyiViTQ KAiiTTA^iy. Lib. i. cap, 
ii p. «• 

* 4 proper 
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proper for fuiFering, it is moft pn>bablc 
that they only ufcd the term logos in thefe 
places, as fynonymous to Chriji (that being 
in their opinion the moft honourable part 
of him) whofe foul and body only really 
fufFered, This may be concluded with' cer- 
tainty to have been the cafe with refpe^l; td 
Irenaeus^ who exprefsly fays, that the logo9 
was quiefcent in the fufFerings of Cbrifti 
and therefore we can hardly doubt, but 
that Juftin alfo, if he had had any occaiioQ 
to explain himfelf on the fubje&j would 
have faid the fame. 

It is poffible, however, though ilot prc^ 
bable, that fome perfofts might imagine^ 
that the logos, being intimately united to 
the foul and body of a man, might, in fom6 
fenfe, partake in their fufferings. But as 
both thefe writers held that Chrift ha4 a 
human foul^ it is evident that they did nof 
confider the Sufferings of the logos ^ in what^ 
wer fenfe they might ufe that expreffiooj^ 
as impfying that a human foul was not ne- 
ceffary to Chrift 5 and, therefore, I do not 
fee how Arians can derive any advantage 
from itj^ as ufed by them^ 
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Alio, ta make Ircnaeus confiftent with 
bhn&lf, we muft fuppofe that when^ in op« 
pofition to the Gnoflics^ he faid that it was 
CArifi and not J^us only that fuiFercd, he 
only meant to fay, that there was no iuch 
fuper-angelic being as they held^ which 
:^ew away from Jefus when he was upon 
the crofs ; but that the logos, which ha4 
jKCtk united to him before^ continued iUU 
united to him, even in his fufferings^ 
though he did not properly partake of 
them. This agrees with his faying that 
the logos was quiefcent in his fufferin^s, 
meaning perhaps that he did not interpoic 
to prevent, or alleviate them. 

Mr. Jackfon confiders thefe cafual ex- 
preffions of Juftin Martyr and Irenasus as 
circumftanpes by which we may difcover 
the true doc3:rine of the apoftolic age *. But 
this is a conjecture unfupported by any 
other fad or circumftance whatever. And 
it is highly improbable, on feveral accounts, 
that chriftians of the apoftolic age ihould 
l^ye fuppofed that Chrift had no other 

* Adqotationf s in Novatianum, p. 356. 

than 
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than a created foul, and that this foul was 
the hgoSy and that all the writers from that 
time till the council of Nice ihould invari- 
ably hold that the logos was uncreated^ and 
that Chrift had a human foul bcfides' the 
logos, without any difcufiion pf the fubjcfi:; 
without any controvcrfy ; when it is known 
thaft, from the firft appearance of the Gnofw 
tics, all the chriftian world were fo attend 
tive to every opinion concerning the pcrfon 
of Chrift. 

* 

Origen, Tertullian, and others, who wrote 
not long after Irenaeus, exprefsly fay that 
the logos could not fufFer, as Irenaeus him- 
felf fays in effed; and they write in fuch a 
manner on the fubjedt, as if they confidered 
it to be the univerfal opinion. It may be 
prefumed therefore, that thefe writers did 
not imagine that Juftin Martyr, or any 
other chriftian writer held any other opi* 
nioa on the fubjeft. 

Mr. Jackfon might have found much 
ftronger language than what he has quoted 
from Juftin Martyr, or Irenasus, concerning 
the fufFering of Chrift as God, in Caflian, 
and others who wrote in the Neftorian con« 

troverly 
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trovcrfy (as will be feen when I confider that 
fabjed:) and yet when they were charged 
with aflcrting that the logos itfelf really luf- 
fered, they ftrongly difclaim having had any 
foch meaning. Cyril of Alexandia fays^ 
f* they were charged with aflerting that the 
•* logos fuffered, but that no one was ever fo 
^* road as to fuppofe it*/* What Cyril 
here fays of himfelf and his friends, was, I 
doubt not, true of Juftin Martyr, who 
fpeaks as highly of the logos as Cyril or 
juiy chriftian writer whatever, making it to 
have been an attribute of the Father; and 
therefore he muft have thought it to be as 
incapable of proper fufFering, as the Father 
))imfelf. 

It will likewife appear highly impro^ 
bable, that any perfons near the apoftolie 
age Ihould have confidered Chrift as having 
a created logos in the place of a human foul, 
jf it be confidered, that the opinion of all 

* Proaemium vero in malcdifta ab hacrcticis tanquam 
fteerbe fafla invehitur, et velut oftenderc conatur, corpus 
efle quod pafTum eft, non Dcus verbum, quaft fint qui di« 
^ant verbum Dei, quod nul|i eft paftioni obnoxium, pafli« 
oni efle fubjeAum. Sed nemo ufque adco infanit, ut hoc 
^at. Epift. 6. Opera, vol. 2. p. 17. 

3 the 
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the JeWB at the time of the promulgat 
of the gofpel was, that the Mefiiah w^ 
pmi man^ and that the apofUes did n 
for feme time at leaft, preach any ot 
dodrine^ as will be abundantly proved in 
proper place. How, theji, was there tit 
in the nature of things, for the chriit 
world in general to have pafled from t 
©pinion, firft to that of Chrift having 1 
a pre-exiftent foul, capable of creating 
things.; then, before the time of Juf 
^artyr, have imagined that foul to h; 
been uncreatedj the proper logos or wifd 
of the Father,r and again to have fup 
added a proper human foul, fuch as tl 
firft began with to this logos. The V( 
mention of fuch an hypothefis .as this 
I ihould think, fufficient to expofe it. 

Upon the whole, I cannot help thin 
ipg that there is the ftrongeft evidence t) 
the Antenicene Fathers believed that Chi 
had a proper human foul, as well as a hun: 
body y their logos being fuch as could i 
fupply the place of it, being that po% 
which, at the very time that it was inc; 
nate, fupported all things, and was e\ 

z tl 
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^n ts much in the Father as ever it had 
been. Confequently, thofe Fathers could 
nbt have been Arians. 

That the foul which the Fathers afcribed 

to Chrift, bcfide the logos, wa€ a proper 

iiumaQ foul, and not merely the fenfitivt 

fiul of fome philofbphers, is evident from 

ffe mm, being faid by them to cdnfift of 

this ftml and a body^ a kind of definition 

in which the term foul always expreffed 

every thing belonging to a man that was 

not body. This will have been pbferved 

to be the cafe with refped to IrensBus. 

Thbfe philofophers who, following the 
principles of Plato, maintained that man 
has two fouls ^ gave Chrift two fouls alfo, 
and difpofed of them according to their 
nefpcdivc natures. ^* Chrift," faid Theo- 
|>hyla<%, ** was inparadife not only as God, 
** ,but alfo in his rational and intelledual 
<^ ibul ; and the animal foul only was in 
^« hcU *." 



€€ 
€€ 
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To the foul of Chrlfl: Origen gave the 
peculiar power of quitting its body, and 
returning to it again, whenever it pleafed ; 
meaning, that the logos difmifled the foul, 
and re-united it to the body. " Chrift/' 
fays he, " did not die according to the 
•* common courfe of nature, but by the 
** exertion of a power given him by God 
for that purpofe-f-/' He fays, that hi« 
foul both left the body, and returned 
" to it again at his own pleafure|." The 
fame fentiment is alfo advance^ by Cy- 
prian, who fays, that " Chrift being cruci* 
•* fied, preventing the office of the execu- 

y£ycv£fAsla m voog, xj siga^is xak>^t /jlbIcz ^^'yx»J^ ln» Luc. cap< 
23. Opera, vcl. i. p. 535. 

+ E^ryc 3k Sfio; Injn; 'SEfi n/i; taJia i^ux*^; (« ncSa ro anGprn- 
myov Xf ff«v x^f i^o/iEVw; ts cuimIo^^ ox^a Ko[i(x mv ^oOeurav aula ^ 
fsspi Tiilo ^apoc^o^ov eiiiffiav) ro^ ahig cupsi tjjv ^vxnv fJta ano tyx^ 
a»a zU) r&nyu avlwf utt' EiAotuJa. Ad Celfum, lib. 2. p. 13O.' 

J Kcu 'snpi TW zaula tiUuIw eix^ ri zjT^iqv • iva sKsa'a fisv to aufia 
KcScx^dTTn n 'i^vX'^^ oiHovofincrafXEVYi h riva e|a» aHa^ -aroPuv t7ta»i>^ok 
Pu}£cu * toihIov y avaysypaTrlcu 'ssapa tw laam eifnvcevai hfi^ 
>oyov, £v TO), ahig aupei tw ^vxnv fjm am e/a«, ot>>. eya tt^^u cuhif 
aw Bfjtauls* E^aaiav sx^ ^esvcu ouflm^ x^ 'sro?^ i^nffuxv exi^ TsaSeiv 
auhfym Ibid. lib. s;^ p. 70. 

*^ tionern 
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*• tioner, of his own accord difmifled his 
** fpirit, and on the third day he, of his 
** own accord, rofe from the dead */' This 
dodtrine is ftill held by many modern 
Arians, though it is highly derogatory 
from the character of Chrift, and deftroys 
the force of his example, in fuflfering ; as 
it fuppofes that he had a power of putting 
an end to his torments, and confequently 
of leflening the agony of them, which his 
followers had not, 

Anaftafius Sanaita fays, that Chrift gave 
his foul a peculiar privilege, above that 
which was given to Adam, which was only 
^* the breath of God. For the foul of 
** Immanucl had its eflence in God, with 
^' God, and like God V' 

♦ Nam et cruclfixus, praevento carnificis officio fpiri- 
turn fponte dimifit, et die tertio rurfus a mortuis fponte 
(iirrexit. De Idolorum Vanitate, p. i6. 

+ H /4£v yap TH A3a/A -^vxn £)c &£8 t»jv wtap^iv S<x T« tfifyorn^ 

wnuffiat 17XZ9. Ibid* p. 66* 



CHAP, 
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CHAPTER VIL 

Of the Union between the Logos ^ and the 
Soul and Body of Chrifty and their feparati 
properties. 



s E c T I o !^ r/ 

Of this Union in generaL 

CEVERAL curious queftions may be 
ftarted with refped: to the union betweea 
the divine logos and the foul and body of 
Chrift, For this union was always repre- 
fented as being equally ilridl with that 
which fubiifts between the foul and bod}^ 
of man ; the maxim being, that as the foul 
and body make one man, fo God and man 
make one Chrift. Auftin fays, *^ God mixed 
** with man makes Chrift, as the foul and 
** body make a man*/' On this fyftem, a 

* Sicut in unitate perfonae anima unitur corpori ut ho* 
xno Gt, ita in unitate perfgnse Deus unitur homini> ut Chriftus 

fit. 
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pfiderable difficulty occurred, tt was a 
9E3^^axim that the properties of divinity could 
<pt be impaired by any circumftance what-* 
^^er, the divine nature being abfolutely un-» 
faangeable. It was, therefore, contrary tq 
1 reafon, fuppofed that the human nature 
a gainer by the union, and the divine 
a^turc no lofer. " Chrift,'* ikys Eufebius> 
^ imparted of his divine nature to man, but 
^ did not receive the properties of mortal 
' nature*." This he compares to the fun, 
light of which is not contaminated by 
Shining on dirty objefts. In this indeed he 
^ad not a view to the body of Chrift in par- 
tioular, but to human nature in general, 
^^hich was benefited by the union of ^/W- 
^^^Jt while this was no lofer; but there 
^^«i be no doubt but he had the fame idea 
^Wth refpeA to the union of the logos to 
^ fingle man. They did not however^ 
fuppofe that the human nature of Chrift 
^^as materially changed by its union with 

^^t. Quomodo eft cnim unus homo anima et corpus, fie 
^^us Chriftus verbum ct homo. In Johan. Tr. 48. Ope- 
^*n vol. 9. p. 349. 

AXAa TOL jisv s| oJIh vafa^iis^ ra ctv^paTTuy rai' stent dy»i7tf 
1^ mta/iSca/m. De Laudibus Conft. p. 761. . 

Vol. IL Q^ the 
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the divine nature. ** As the introduc-* 
*' tion of fire," fays Bafil, •* does not 
** alter the property of iron, fo the di- 
** vinity makes no change in the body of 
"ChriftV 

When the dodrine was more advanced, 
it was maintained that *' the whole of the 
** divinity of Chrift was united to the whole 
*' of the humanity, and not part to part/ 
as we read in Damafcenus -f-. This w; 
agreeable to the eftablifhed maxim with re 
fpedl tc ^he union between the foul an 
body of nun. 

So very different were the divine and h 
man natures of Chrift conceived to be, an 
yet fo neceffary was it, for the purpofe c 




the orthodox chriftian Fathers, to make aHK. JD 
union between them, that no embarraffme^T"^ t 
or difcordance of opinion among them c^^ n 

faixiv^ wj xSe to TTVf, Twv T8 (TiSVi^a i^iufjuxim iAElcx}^a/AScem . 

w airc^vyjiiv Try ^>iOya, Horn. 25. Opera, vol. I. p. 507^ • 
f In incarnaiione unius ex fandlae trinitatis pcrfonisl^^ 
verbi, totam ac pcrfeclam divinitatis naturam cum to^z 
humana natura copulatam fuiffe dicimus, ac tion part^-^^ 
cum parte. Oithod. Fid. lib. 3. cap. 5, Opera, p. 375' * 

furpriC^ 
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urprife us. Epiphanius muft have confi-^ 
iered the foul of Chrifl: as having had but 
ittlc proper union with his divinity^ when 
ic fuppofed that while he was on. the 
:rofs the former prayed to the latter *♦ 
Fulgentius .fays that, *' when the human 
'* nature of Chrift fufFered, the divine na* 
^* turc did not even feel compaffion, any 
'•more than the foul of Chrift died when 
* the body did -f-/* The fame writer, 
lowever, fuppofes that, though the foul of 
I^hrift did not know the Father, it had a 
)erfe<9; knowledge of the divinity of the 
Jon, with which it made one perfon \. 
, As a man confifts of two parts, it was 
leceflary, in order to complete this fyftem, 

onifXryEv auh m iSia ^eolrjli * $££ fAs^ Sse/as, ivclli fie tYXs[im7r^. 
htu 69. p. 789. 

+ Et in homine toto patiens, non eft divina natura com- 
ifla^ ficut moriente came, non folum deltas, fed nee ani- 
la Chrifti poteft oftendi commortua. Ad Trafimundum,' 
b. 3. cap. 18. p. 471* 

% Et quia unigenitus Deus aequalis eft patri, nee poteft 
(torn nofle filium, qui totum non noverit patrem, cavea- 
iiiSv ne cum anima Chrifti totum patrem nofte non credi- 
r, ipfe uni Chrifto ex aliqua parte, non folum patris, fed 
am fui, et fpiritus fandi cognitio denegetur. Quam vero 

(^ a perdurum 
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that the logos fliould be united to the body, 
as well as to the foul of Chrift. Accordingly 
we read, in the account of the embafiy tO- 
the Armenians. That " the divinity of": 
** Chrift was never feparatcd from his body,^ 
" or his foul ^Z' Even the dqath of thcsa 
body was not fuppofed to break this union. : 
" The divinity of Chrift," fays Damafce — 
nus, ** was not feparated from the body ofc^* 
'* Chrift even in death. Even in that ftate. - 
" all the three made but one hjrpoAafii 
" Neither the foul nor the body had an^ 
" peculiar hyppftafis of its own. It W: 
** only the hypoftafis of Chriftf .'* 



perdurum eft, et a fanitate fidei penitus alienum, ut die 
mus animam Chrifti non plenam fuae deitatis habere n< 
tiam, cum qua naturaliter unam creditur habere perfonac: _ 
Ad Ferrandum, Qn, 3. p. 627« 

* Quum ergo divinitas ejus nunquam nee a corpore, ^^^ 
ab apima dircmpta fuit Bib. Pat. App. p. 1830. 

+ Quamvis igltur Chriftus, ut homo, mortem obi^^s J 
fan£laque ipfius anima ab immaculato corpore diflra^ d 
divinitas tamen.a neutro, hoc eft nee ab anima, nee a ^cr^ 
pore, quoque modo fejunfta eft; neque propierea pe]^:^<^- 
una in duas perfonas divifa efl. Si quidem etcorpu.^^ < 
anima, ab initio in verbi perfona eodem momento e>c: 'tite 
runt : ac licet in morte divulfa fuerint, utrumque tsi-sx^en 
cori m unam verbi Iiypoflafim perpetuo habuit. Qii^-^^^ 
brem una eademqTie verbi hypoftafis turn verbi, tunca ^' 

3 ^*' 
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** What God has joined/' fays t^ulgen- 
tiu^ "let hot man put afunder* Where- 
•* fore," he fays, " not that the body of 
•* Jefus, but that 'Jefus was laid in the fe- 
** pulchre ; for he kflew that the God, who 
** afiumed the whole man, was wholly with 
** his flefh in the fepulchre, wholly with 
'♦* his foul in hell, &c*." 

This, however, was a refinement of later 
agea, for originally it was fuppofed that the 
logos, as well as the foul, quitted the body 
'.at its death* This is exprcfsly faid by Eu- 
iebiiis -f*. 

ttise, turn corporis hypofiafis erat. Neque enim unquam, 
aut anima, aut corpus, peculiarem atque a verbi hypof- 
fail diverfam hypoftafim habuit: verum una Temper fuit 
vcrbi hypoAafis, ac nunquam duae. Ac proinde una quo- 
iquc femper Chrifti hypoftafis fuit. Orthod. Fid, lib. 3, 
cap. 27. Opera, p. 430. 

♦ Et quia quod Deus conjunxit, homo nop feparat, prop- 
ietea non corpus Jefu, fed Jefum dicit in monumento pofi- 
tum : "fciebat enim quod ille fufceptor pleni hominis Dcus, 
lotus effet cum carne fua in fepulchro, lotus cum anima 
foa in inferno, totus in mundo, totus in ccelo, totus*in uni* 
'ttte naturae in patre, de quo exivit, totus per omnipoten- 
tiftm divinitatis faae in tota creatura quam fecit. Ad Tra*' 
fimtindum, lib. 3. cap. 25. p. 474. 

•f O T«y o?wv f wo7roi(^ T8 Sw yDrto<; — to /aev c^mx, wpos ^fot-yfi 
juOa^nw. De Laudibus Conii. fedl. 15. p. 764. 

0.3 As 
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As the foul and the body of Chrift re- 
tained their feparatc properties, the divine 
logos was alfo fuppofed to retain all its pe- 
culiar and extraordinary powers, and 
former functions, fo as to lofe nothing 
its oniniprefence, and its adlive power ii 
fupporting the world. " Let us not,'' fays 
Origen, " fay in our hearts that ChriA is 
** contained in any place, and is not evei 
** where, and diiFufed through all things 
*^ for when he was on earth he faid that h 
^^ was in heaven*." ^* At the very time," 
fays Eufebius, '* that Chrift was convcrfin 
^* on earth, he filled all things, and wj 
*' with the Father, and adminiftered t l ^ 

*^ affairs of the univerfe, things in h^y * n 

^' and things op earth 'f.'* ** He is a cryii ^^ 

^* infant/' fays Hilary, *^ and yet in he 




* Nc fcilicit dicamus in corde noftro et putemus qi 
Chriftus in aliquo continctur, et nonubiqueeft, acper 
fiia ipfe difFunditur; quippe qui cum effet in terrjs dic< 
quia effet et in ccclo. In Rom. Opera, vol. 2. p, 585, 

-f- AMa yap ^ zv Tuj to7£ sm:9 qv ev av3p«crwj eTToT^evelo^ ra 9 
£7rXTipj£^ }y TO) 'sralpi <rumf* xj £v auloi yz >r;, ^ t«v 'mavluv a9po^Si'=-^^ » 
T« To75, Tuv Tf xai* xpavov ^ tuv stti yrig iTTSfiOislo^ Dq Lsft> ^ idi<. 
bus Conft. p, 76 J • 



it 
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^ * ven; he incrcafes in wifdom, and is the 
** Godoffulnefs*." 

** He was not/' fays Athanafius, '* cir- 
^* cumfcribed by the body, nor was he fo 
^ ^ in the body, as not to be every where. 
^ * Nor did he fo adtuate the body, as that 
^ * other things were deprived of his provi- 
^ * dential care. But what is wonderful, 
^ ' being the logos, he was not contained by 
** any thing, but rather himfelf contained 
^ * every thing •f'/' 

Fulgentius reprefents Chrift as ** wholly 
^ * in the Father, as well as wholly out of 
^* him. He was wholly," he fays, 'in the 
^ * virgin's womb when he was building 
** himfelf a houfe, as we read. Prov. 8. 
** He was wholly in heaven, wholly in the 
^* world, and wholly even in hell;};." 

* Vagit infans, fed in coelo eft; puer crefcit, fed pleni- 
'^\idinis Deus permanet. De Trinitatc, lib. 10. p. 260. 
-f Ov yap 'aepMOO^io'fAtvo^ riviv tu cafjuxli, ah ev ca>fiadi fiev ijy, 

c«>^X^^ ^^ ^^ *i^« ^^<^ ^^^^^ t^-"^ ^^^^^ ' oO0\a 3e t>i; auia nsoowiot^ 
^repsih * a>2M to 'astpa^o^olalcv Xoyog av^ a cweix^o fAsv utto nvo^^ 
^nmixj^ Se Ta faoelia fjta:?Osov aulo^, De Incarnatione, Opera| 

'Vol. I. p. 69. 

X Neque enim pars ejus remanfit in pitre, et pars ejus 

ciefcendit in virginem, curn totus in patre maneret quod 

«rat, et totus in virgine ficret, quod non erat^ totus cun) 

CL i patrc 
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Here I would obfcrve, that the opinion 
of Chrift retaining all hrs divine, powers 
'while he was on earth, held by Origen, 
Clemens Alexandrinus, and all the ancients, 
is a proof, that, in their opinion, the logos 
was no created fpirit, or any principle that 
could be confined in its operations, by any 
circumftances in which it could be placed. 
Otberwife, as they found that, when Chrift 
was upon earth, he applied to his Father 
upon all occafions, they would have mor^ 
naturally thought that his own proper 
powers were fufpended j and that the func- 
tion which he had before diicharged was 
for a time difcontinued, or transferred to 
fome other, which feems to be the opi* 
nion of all the modern Arians, and cer*- 
tainly beft agrees with their principles'^ 
For what occafion had Chrift to apply t© 
his Father, to enable him to do nothing 
more than his own natural powers could 

patre totum itnplens et coniinens mundum, totus fibi ir 
utero virginis aedificans domum : fcriptum eft enim, fa- 
pientia aedificavit fibi domum ; totus in patre fempiterno 
totus in hominc fufcepto, totus in coelo, totus in mundo^ 
totus etiani in inferno. Ad Trafimundum, lib. 3, cap. 8* 
p. 468. 

have 
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have performed, if thofe powers had been 
at liberty, and if he had continued to have 
the full ufe of them. We never think of 
praying to God for power to move our 
hands or feet, whenever we have occafion 
to make ufe of them, though we daily 
thank God for having given us that power. 
We know, and feel, that it is a power at 
the command of our own will, and there- 
fore we look no farther than to ourfelves 
for the immediate cxercife of it. The 
^rne would neceffarily have been the cafe 
"^^ith Chrift, if he had cured difeafes, and 
^3.ifcd the dead, by a power as properly his 
^>^n, and as much at his command, as that 
^y which we move our limbs. His pray- 
^J^g to the Father, therefore, and the mi- 
'^a-cles that he wrought being afcribed to 
the Father, who only, as he faid, did thefc 
^^^orks, is a proof that, while he was on 
earth, he had not the power of doing them 
l^itnfelf. Yet, contrary to the plaineft 
evidence, all the ancient Fathers fuppofed 
that Chrift then had that power, and they 
l^3.de his exertion of it a proof of his 
divinity. 

SEC. 
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SECTION IL 

Of the Ignorance ofCbriJl concerning the j^D^ 

of fiidgmerj^ 

A Peculiarly difficult qucftion occurs y^^hh 
refped: to the union of the divine -Ma- 
ture of Chrift to his human foul; fo«r*as 
both were capable of knowledge, it mi^^^t 
be fuppofcd that, whatever was known^ ^^ 
the one, muft alfo have been known to -^*^^ 
other, if there was any proper union W^^" 
tween them. This confequencc was ^^ 

natural, that it would, I doubt not, hs^^^ 

been maintained, if it had not been fa 5- ^> 

(Luke ii. 52.) that Jefus increafed in 
dom^ and our Lord had not fo expre£'"^^Jy 
faid, that he did not know the time of «:-3c 
day of judgment. 

With refpcdt to the former, it feem^ to 
have been allowed, that the human C<zzi\x\ 
of Chrift acquired knowledge gradua-X ^y* 
as other human fouls do. But fometix^atnes 
the Fathers fliow a confufion of ideas on 
the fubjcfli:. Origen, who believed" ^^^ 

pre-exiile':^^^^ 
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re-TCxiftenee of all fouls, but that they 
ad loft all their attainments in their prior 
ate, feems to have thought the fame of the 
)ul of Chrift. ** Jefus," he fays, ** not 
yet a man, becaufe he had emptied him- 
Xelf, advanced [in wifdom]. For no one 
who is perfeft can make advances, but 
we who ftand in need of improvement *•" 
ti this Origen could not piean the logos, 
ecaufe he fuppofed that to be omnifcient, 
nd even omniprefent, while it was con- 
ed:ed with Chrift on earth. 

Afterwards, it was generally, thought 
bat even the foul of Chrift knew every 
hing, in confequence of its union to the 
DgQS, and that Chrift's knowledge fliow- 
ng itfelf more and more was all that was 
aeant by his increafing in wifdom. This 
s exprefled by Nicephorus 'f. 

m 

* Iwrsf in avnp ytvofAsvog^ oM* eli wcuSiov ov, tTTst txevacrsv Bcculav^ 
ffOSxoTrlet • H^etg 'GrpoKtyj/Isi Tzley^tufisvogy a}^xx 'srpofunrlei isofiev®' 
tpoMTnig. In Jerom. Horn. i. Comment, vol. i. p. 57. 
• + hio^ 3« wpoixoTrle co^ia xj x^^h '^^ >^oi fjutcpov aula 'usapa- 
\&Km%aA^ V T« ULyiZassiw STriiimv. Hift. lib. I. cap. 14. vol. 
|. p. jg*' 

As 
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As Chrift exprefsly fays, that he did not 
Jcnow the day of judgment, he certainly^ 
cither was, or pretended to be, ignorant 
fomething which, at leall in his divine na* 
ture, he muft have known. Here, then,, 
is a queftion, worthy of an Apollo to an- 
fwer; and it may be amufing to obfcrva 
what different folutions have been givciu 
of this difficulty. 

Irenasus evidently fuppofed, that the time- 
of the day of judgment was altogether un-^ 
known to the Son, and he advifes us to ac— 
quiefce in our ignorance of many things^ 
after his example*. ** If any one," fays 
he, ** afks the reafon why the Father, wh 
** communicates every thing to the Soa 
** is alone faid- to know the day and th 

* Irrationabilitur autem inflati, audaciter inenarrabil 
del myfteria fcire vos dicitis : quandoquidem et domini 
jpfe filius Dei, ipfum judicii diem et horam conceifit fci 
folum patrem, manifefte dicens: de die autem ilia, et h< 
jiemo fcit neque filius, nifi pater folus. Si igitur fcienti; 
diei illius filius non erubuit referre ad patrera, fed di: 
quod vcrum eft ; neque nos erubefcimus, quae funt ia 

quaeftionibus majora fecundum nos, refervare Dep. ^ L» sSEb. 
1. cap. 4S. p. 176. 

"ho 
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* hour of the future judgment^ no better 

* reafon can be given but that we may 

* learn of our Lord himfelf, that the Fa- 

* ther is above all ; for he faid, the Fa- 
' ther is greater than I *." 

This being the earlieft account that we 

avc of any interpretation of this text, is 

moft unfavourable circumftance to the 

orthodox. It looks as if, at that time, 

"^vhatever might be pretended concerning 

the fupcr-human nature of Chrift, the 

^general opinion was, that he was wholly 

ignorant of the time 'of the future judg- 

sient. The fad muft have been, that the 

dodrine of the divine logos in Chrift was 

not received by the generality of chriftians^ 

aod though adopted by the philofophers 

among them, had not been purfued to its 

proper confequences. Otherwife, it could 

Jiot but have been applied to this cafe, as 

* Et enira fi quis exquirat caufam, propter quam in om- 

iulsus pater communicans filio, folus fcire horam et diem 

a domino manifeftatus eft ; neque aptabilem magis, neque 

decentiorem, nee fine pcriculo alteram quam hanc inveniat 

in praefenti (quoniam enim folus verax magifter eft domi- 

nus) ut difcamus per ipfum, fuper omnia cffe patrqm. Et 

*nim pater, sut, major me eft. Lib. 2- cap. 49. p. 178. 
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well as to many others, which in due 
it was. 

The next interpretation of this pa 
that I have met with is that of Ori^ 
and he did not hefitate to pronounce 
Chrift certainly did know what he prof 
not to know. " Chrift," fays he^ *« b 
** the truth, cannot be ignorant of 
*' thing that is true*/* •* Have ye un 
** ftood all thefe things ? He did not 
** this queftion becaufe he was ignoi 
*• but having aflumed human nature^ 
** did every thing that belongs to man, 
" of which is to afk queftions-f*." T 
implies that even the human foul of C! 
was acquainted with every thing, but 
he feigned ignorance ; and this we fine 
have been a pretty common intcrpretat 
According to Hilary, ** Chrift knew 
** time of the future judgment, but j 
'* tended ignorance, becaufe it was not t 

c7t « o?.oH:^^og triv n a^^eia aisv a>^Y^si ayvosi. Comment. \ 

p. 28. 

f Non ignarus interrogat, fed quoniam femel afli 
ferat hominem, utitur omnibus quae funt hominis. < 
rum unum illud eft interrogare. Opera, vol. 2. p. 
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to difcover it*." In another pkce, he 
s, •* the Son is faid not to know the day 
** of judgment, becaufe he does not fpe^k 
•' of it, and that the Father only knows it, 
•^ becaufe he oijly fpeaks of it to himf/' 

Didymus of Alexandria fays, that ** igno- 

'* ranee of the day of judgment is afcribed 

*^ ^o C^ rift, as forgetful nefs, repentance, 

'* 6cc. are afcribed to God, viz, for the 

*' Take of the hearers +." '' If God," fays 

C^y ril of Alexandria, ** afFedled ignorance of 

here Adam was, and of what Cain had 



"^^ In omnibus enim quae ignorarc fe Deus loquitur, ig- 
'^^>'»"5intiam quidem profitetur, fed ignoratione tamen non 
^^^inetur; dum id quod nefcit, non nefciendi infirmitas 
^^'^^ fed aut tempus eft non loquendi, aut difpenfatio eft 
'^^^i^ agendi. Lib, 9. p. 226. 

"f* Filius itaque diem idcirco quia tacet nefcit, et patrem 
"I ^Ain idcirco fcirc ait, quia folus uni fibi non tacet. Lib. 9. 

^ Sicut enim cum Deus folus fit fapiens et fcientiam ha- 
^^^•^ omnium, oblivio paffibilis et penitentia aut aliquid 



^^^j^afmodi in eo nequaquam exiftit, cum utique de eo 

f^^^^^nfa vitae dieantuh Ita ergo fapientia et veritate Dei 

S^^orantiam non recipiente, propter quandam utilitatem 

^^'^^iim, ct diem judicii dicitur ignorarc, quorum fingula 

monftrabuntur, cum de his fuerit dicendi propofi« 

In Joan. cap. 2. Bib. Pat. vol. 6. p, 653. 

*' done. 
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** done, why fliould we wonder that thd 
«* Son of God afFeded ignorance concern- 
** ing the day of judgment;*' adding, thai 
*' Chrift alfo affeded ignorance^ when he 
** afked ho\^ many loaves^ his difciples- 
** had*/' Theophylad.fays, that '' Chrift 
** pretended not to know the day of judg* 
*• ment, to put an end to his difciples 
•* teazing him ; as fathers, when they fee 
*' their c;hildren crying for a thing which 
<' they do not chufe to give them, will hido 
** it, and then fhow their hands empty, ad 
«* if they had it not f /' 

♦ Sed refpondeant quaefo, quando Deus in Paradifo 
Adam patreni noftrum vocabat dicens : Adam Adam ubi 
cs ? et quando Cain interrogabat : Ubi eft Abel frater tuus? 
quid dicent I nam fi ignorantem Deum interrogafle affir« 
mabunt, manifefta impictate tenebuntur ; fin autem difpen- 
fationis modo quodam fie interrogafle Deum dicent, cut 
_ mirantur fi fill us quoqiie Dei, per quern etiam tunc faSa 
intcrrogatio eft,utiliter difpcnfans ignorare fe dicit horam 
illam ut homo, quamvis univerfa fciat ut fapientia patris ? 
quod autem difpenfative folebat ignorantiam fibi attribuerd 
falvator, manifefte ab ipfo evangelifta in alio loco dicitun 
Nam quando miraculofe multiplicatis panibus fequentes fc 
voluit alere, ut ignorans interrogabat : quot panes. habctisf 
Thefaurus, lib. 9. cap. 4. Opera, vol 2. p. 292. 
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We have two anfwers of Epiphanius to 
his queftion, one of which feems to im- 
)ly that Chrift feigned ignorance. ** If,'* , 
ays he, *' the Son knew the Father, which 
' is the greateft of all, he mufl know the 

* day of judgment. But it became a Son 

* to honour his Father, that he might 
' fliow that he was his own Son*.'' The 
ther folution implies a bafe equivocation 
m the part of our Saviour. " Chrift," fays 
tie, ** did not know the day of judgment ; 
" meaning that it had not taken place, 
^' the wicked not being punifhedf." 

We have alfo two anfwers of Bafil to this 
[ucftion, one of which likewife^implies a 

r^o is 'Bra^aiEiyfJUiiog tivoj, vonaeig to T^OfAtvov , ^moTO^MCig 'sraiii<x 
^<x ^TTdfTi T8; 'SKxle^a; aulm K^alisvlag t* ev raig %ef(ri, xj ^yjlaa-c 
53 , 01 h 's^alsps;^ s ^aXovlai iavai . ra Ss. khixu^iM^i^ovlou ag fxn 
'•^^^oaaSia . TsT^vlaiov f/^vloiy oi ^oSe^Eg K^VTrJaoriv sksivo o K^alaa-iy )^ 
o«iqw7e5 rag x,^i^^g ic£vag roig 'srcuitoig^ itcixtiv avla, m xXoujOfjis, 
^4arc. 13. Opera, vol. i. p. 267. 
''*' Ua; sv ra fjLStl^co ei^oig twv t^jlovav vrs^si * « yivaoTtsi tcivjv 
^ 'VoSs^ay ytvitXTKzi . rsavlag ;^ Tijv yiin^of^v . jy aJfv EfiV « >£mil(u 
Hce yvaxrtv viog, ESki yof aXrjSwj tov yvna-iov mov TifAsof tov ihcv 
■^cfflf, ivxht^Tn\f-/vwTMci. Ancoratus, feft. 17. Opera, 

^Q*^. 2. p. 23. 

t Oimo) 3e fyvM autm Kola ^pa^iv^ raleriv uTTca ve^ivsv* sJi ystf 
WsCfi^ cuTB^aai, &c. Haer. 69. p. 769. 

Vol. II. R feigned 
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feigned ignorance. '* Chrift,'* f^ys he, 
** concealed the day of judgment, becaufe 
*' it was not convenient for men to be in- 
" formed of it*/' But the other folution 
implies fomething . elfe. ** The Father 
*' knows the day of judgment in the firfl: 
** inftance, being the caufe of all. know- 
" ledge-f-." Ambrofc again has recourfe to 
a feigned ignorance. " Chrift, out of the 
*' great love that he bore to his difciples, 
** thinking it ufelefs to them to know what 
*' they enquired about, chofe rather to feem 
** to be ignorant than to deny themj." 

The anfwer of Auftin is peculiar, imply- 
ing, that our Saviour had recourfe to an 
Hebrew idiom, in which the verb to know^ 
may fignify to make others knoWy as if he 

* Aia TO yiy\ (Tvixfe^m av rcig av^^coTToig oHaaou rov kmcov rr,^ 
H^iaEug aTTEa-iaTTYia-Ev, Ad Eunomium, Horn. 4. p. 770. 

+ Ovlco >u TO, a^i; oiSs, Tnv nspulw ^i^wiv tcov te ov7wy )y tov 
EJCfJiEvuv STTi Tcv "SJals^a avaycvJo^y xj 3ia "sravluv w wpahfl/ ouiuxv Toig 
av^^ctiTToi; vTrc^eiHvwlo; Si^mBai voiuioi^sv, Epift. 391. Opera, 
vol. 3. p. 389. 

. X Mavult enim dominus nimio in difcipulos amore 
propenfus, petentibus his quae cognitu inutilia judicaret, 
vidcri ignorare quod noverat quam negare, De Fide, lib. 5. 
cap. 7. Opera, vol.4, p. 205. 

had 
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had faid, I do know myfelf, but I fhall 
not tell you of it. '* Chrift/' fays he, *' did 
«« not know the day of judgment, that is, 
** he did not make to know, or difcover it 
** to others^." 

Photius feems to have confidered igno- 
rance a§ a property of human nature, and 
therefore to have thought that our Lord took 
it upon him of courfe when he became a man. 
«* As a man," fays he, *' Chrift did not rejeft 
** that ignorance which became him as a 
«* man. He who took the whole, would 
** he refufe to take any part, pr not (hew 
*' that he had taken \t% V" This looks as 
if there was no communication between the 
divinity and the human foul of Chrift; and 
on this fuppofition the orthodox of the 
prefent age endeavour to fatisfy themfelves 
and others ; faying, that Chrift knew all 
things as - God, but was ignorant of many 

* Hoc enim nefcit, quod nefcientes facit, id eft, quod 
non ita fciebat, ut tunc difcipulis indicaret. De Trinitate, 
lib. I. cap. 12. Opera, vol. 3. p. 253. 

-|- X2f av^pajTTo^ Js, ah nw avOpw^oig ^^i7ni(rav ayvoiavy a fjuv ay 
» ffisiei • Of ya^ 3>j ro o7<jov si>£lo ^a^£iv, 'S^ug ev ti tuv ^e^i eneivo 
vap^n^alo fii] TaQnvy y\ /jun 'priracr^ou oil ^a^^x^i >a^m, Epift. 

&28. p. 336. 

R 2 things 
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things as man ; and this was perhaps the 
meaning of Athanafius (if the Fragments on 
the Pfalms be his) who faid, " what he 
** knows by nature as God, he is faid to 
" hear according to his human nature, and 
*' the ceconomy*.'' 

Damafcenus thought that the human foul 
of Chrift, in confequence of the union and 
perfonal identity between the two natures, 
knew every thing, even future events t/' 

Gregory the Great has a very peculiar 
folution of this difficulty. He fays that 
*' Chrift was ignorant of the day of judgment 
** with refpedt to his body the church;}." 

The moft prudent of all the anfwers, is 
that of Leontius, who fays, ** the queftion 

* Oii7« ^ a^TEf oiSe (pvaiKOi; ug Seoj, ravla 'sra^iv ouoiEiv y^yilou 
^la TO avQpcoTTivov oiKovofAixug. Opera, vol. 2. p. 522. 

f At domini anima, ob unionem cum ipfo Deo verbo, 
ac perfonalem identitatem, ut reliquorum miraculorum, 
fic etiam futurarum, ut dixi, rerum notitiam confccuta eft. 
Orthod. Fid. lib. 3. cap. 21. p. 421. 

X Quia diem ct horam neque filius neque angcli fciunt: 
omnino re£te veflra fancSlitas fcnfit, quoniam non ad eun- 
dem filium, juxta hoc quod caput eft, fed juxta corpus 
ejus nos quod fumus, eft certiffime referendum. Epift. 

cap. 42. Opera, vol. 2. p. 223. A, 

** con- 
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^* concerning Chrift's ignorance, is, not to 
*•* be anxioufly enquired into*/' 

It is Mark who afferts in the ftrongeft 
manner that Chrift was ignorant of the 
day of judgment; for he exprefsly fays, 
chap. xiii. 3 2. neither the Son, but the Father. 
But Ambrofe fays, that the ancient Greeks 
had not the words neither the Son in that 
paflage •!••" 

There was at Conftantinople, a particu- 
lar feft of thofe who maintained that, as a 
man, Chrift did not know the day of judg- 
ment. They were therefore called Agnoetce. 
But the orthodox opinion then was, that 
he knew it as a man, and Thcodolius wrote 
againft them J. 

* Nos autem dicimus non adeo de his fubtiliter inquiren- 
dum. Leont. De SeSis, Bib. Pat. App. p. 1875. 

f Scriptum eft inquiunt, de die autem illo et hora nemo 
fcit, neque angeli caelorum, nee Alius, nifi folus pater. 
Primum non habent codices Graeci, quod nee filius fcit. 
Sed et non mirum fi et hoc falfarunt, qui fcripturas inter- 
polavere divinas. De Fide, lib 5. cap. 7. Op. vol. 4. p. 202- 

X Quum autem privatus Byzantii Theodofius degeret 
Agnoetarum (fie ab ignoration^diftorum) dogma motum 
fuit. Nam quia dominus ait, neminem horam judiciifcire. 
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SECTION III, 

Opinions concerning the body of Cbriji. 

HAVE had occafion to obferve more 
than once, that chriftianity was never 
quite purged from the errors of the Gnof- 
tics. For though the orthodox, who op- 
pofed them, advanced different principles, 
they were infeniibly led to feveral of the fame 
conclufions. Thus the orthodox agreed 
with the Gnoftics in fuppofing, that the 
maker of the v/orld was different from the 
Supreme God, and they came to agree with 
them at lafl, in fuppofing matter to be the 
caufe of all evil. At leafl they adopted the 
fame maxims and pradtices with refpedt to 
corporeal auflerities ; and feveral of them, 
we fhall now find, came very near to them 
with refpeft to their dodlrine concerning 

ne filium quidem, extra folum patrem : quaefitum eft, an 
Chriftus earn ignorarct, ut homo. Tlieodofius Chriftum ^ 
ignorare negabat, ct adverfus Agnoetas fcripfit. Leontiu^j 
De Scftis Bib. Pat. App. p, 1861. 

th» ^ 



Chap. VII. of Chrijl. 247 

the perfon of Chrift. All the Gnoftics 
thought that the proper Chriji was a fuper- 
angelic being, which had exifted long be- 
fore the birth of Jefus ; and in this alfo 
the orthodox agreed with them, only fup- 
pofing that this divine inhabitant oi Jefus, 
was of a higher" rank than the Gnoftics had 
made him to be (which was really depart- 
ing farther from the genuine fimplicity 
"of the gofpel) and they applied the term 
Cbrijl^ not to the divine inhabitant of Jefus 
only, but to his whole compound perfon, 
which was a difference merely verbal. 

, Laftly, fome of the Gnoftics thought 
that Chrift had no real body, . and confe- 
quently, had not the fenfations or feelings 
of one ; but the orthodox principle of the 
union of the divine nature to the human 
produced almoft the fame effedt. For fortie of 
the catholics fuppofed, that, in conftqucnce 
of this union, thebodyof Chrift was exempt 
from all difagreeable fenfations ; and indeed 
this was a natural confequence of their 
principles. For if there was a real union 
between the two natures, the fenfations of 
the one muft have been communicated to 

R 4 the 



I 

248 T!he two Natures Book II. 

the other j and as it was agreed that th 
divine nature could not feel pain, the hu- 
man nature, in order to enjoy the benefit 
of the union, ought to be exempt from paia 
alfo, which we fhall find was aftually held 
by Hilary. 

In general, however, it was maintained 
that the human nature of Chrift was as ef- 
fe(3:ually deferted by the divine nature in 
the day of fufFering, as the Gnoftics had 
ever fuppofed it to be ; and it is very re- 
markable, how nearly the language of the 
orthodox on this fubjed: approached to that 
of the Gnoftics. Tertullian, in a paffage 
quoted before fays, that '* the complaint 
** uttered by Chrift on the crofs, was from 
*' the man, not from the God, to fhew that 
** God was impaflible, who thus left the 
** Son, and gave up the man to death*.'* 
** Let him learn," fays Origen, " that the 
^* logos, always remaining the logos, feels 
*' nothing of the fuffering of the body, or 

* Haec vox carnis et animae, id efl hominis, non fer- 
monis, nee fpiritus, id eft non Dei, propterea emifla eft, 
ut impafiibilem Deum oftenderet, qui fic filium dereliquit, 
dum homincm ejus tradidit in mortem. Ad Praxeam, 
fed. 30. p. 518. 

'^ the 
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'* the foul*." '' As the fun-beams," fays 
Damafcenus, " are not hurt when a tree on 
** which it ihines is cut, down,- fo neither 
•* was the divinity of Chrift afFedtcd when 
** his flefli fuffercd-f." The opinion con- 
trary to this, afcribed to the Patripafiiiuis, 
was deemed a herefy. Thus, Auftin fays, 
" there is another herefy, which fays that 
^* the divinity in Chrift grieved, when his 
'^ flefli was fixed to the crofs;);/' 

It beiag, therefore, a fettled point, thnt 
the divine nature of Chrift could not ft:cl 
pain ; it is no wonder that fome of the or- 
thodox fliould have agreed with thofe Gnof- 
tics who held that his body, or what Jiad 
the appearance of a body, had not the want«> 



t; ^'.j^ta, r. r, 'W/yt* Ad Ctlfum, lib. j, p, | jo. 
i Queaiadmocun cnlr.i C fo!e arbori i!/-c';rite f-.r .r.S 

iDCi'-iii* iTxj^AX. Or::,.v:. til lib. 3. cap. 26. O;/;- 

J A^^ t- rjtrelii. quae c;::: :, T ..'.."> c;*;;. ur^;r. 'f ,- 
liiific, cizr frsremr care- ri- ::. cr-. :. (.r^'.^A/ .. 'A ,r. 
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and weakneffes of other bodies, and was- 
likewife infenfible of pain. 

Clemens Alexandrinus fays, " It would- 
** be ridiculous to fuppofe that the bgdy o 
** our Lord required fupplies for its fup— 
** port. He ate not on account of his body^ 
** which was fupported by divine power^ 
** but left thofe who converfed with hinm. 
** fliould have had a fufpicion that he was a. 
** phantafm, and had only the appearance o 
** a man." He alfo fays that ** he was ex 




* empt from all paflion, pleafurable or pain 
*'fulV 

Hilary maintained that the body o 
Chrift was impaflible, " You will not b& ~ ,^, 
*^ lieve," fiys he, "•impious heretic, bi^i»::::_j| 
** that Chrift felt when the nails piercei • j^^d 
** his hands. — I afk, why did not the chL W J, 
*^ dren," meaning the three in Daniel, " fe:^ .ar 

* Eai /xsv ra (rxin::; to (tx/xx aTraCisiv ccg cafjux rotg avar/xai^^ jziag 
VTTYioeaiczg ei; Sia/^cy>iv, 7£>.wj av eiyj • E^ayzv yap h Sice to frn^^- — fr 
^irjXfjLEi G-uvsx,o{jiSvov ay Id • a70^ to; (myi ts; c-uv:v}ai a»^; ^epi ^mm^^% 
ippovEiv UTTeia-EhOoi ' cca-vrfp afXE'hii urspcvy oz}ir,crEi rmg aJIcv 'zare-^^Hira, 
VEpccj^ai vTTET^aoCV aulo; 5e ayra^a'n'hcti; aTTo^g W, sig ov i^^b^ 
rsapEi<i^ij{laiKiVY,uM "Sja^yf'iK'^v^ »7e ))5bvn, iflE ^wm, Strom. &^— p. 
649. 
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^ the fire, or feel pain*.'* Other refpedabic 
writers maintained that the body of Chrift 
7as free from the affedtions of other human 
todies. Ambrofe fays " It was artifice in 
' Chrift to pretend to be hungry -f." " In 
* the divine and holy body of Chrift," fays 
Ilyril of Alexandria, " there are no paflions; 
^ and being the property of the logos, in- 
•* habiting it, and united to it, it is per- 
'' fedtly fan(aified + ." '^ Chrift," fays Caf- 
fian, " did not feel carnal defire§/' 

Anaftafius Sanaita makes a 4ifference be- 
tween common flefli and the flefh of Chrift, 

* Non vis impie haeretice, ut tranfeunte palmas clavo 
Cbriftus non doluerit, neque vulnus illud nuUam acerbita- 
tem teli compungentis intulerit. Interrogo cur pueri ig* 
nes non timuerint, nee doluennt. De Trinitate, lib. lo. 

P- 255- 

f Videte artem domini qua adverfarium fraude cfrcum- 

venit. Poft multa jejunia efurire fe fimulat, ut diabolum, 

quern jejunando jam vicerat, iterum efuriendo folicitet, 

Ser/37. Opera, vol. 5. p. 53. 

J Axx' «x £v T8 Tw Seiw xj ayia th x^^^ ffcofjuiJi ToiiiJov ri kskiwi' 
ff^cu fofjLEVy aM* y]v aTravla ^^sSct Jy sjiloTrcJJala twv 'sroS^av, )^ ag 
i5iov yEyovog m em&evl^ aula svoim^Jiog ^oys KoieTrT^iilei rov ayia<Tfioju 
Contra Julianum, lib. 8. Juliani Opera, vol. 2. p. 287. 

§ Non enim ignitos aculeos concupifcentiae carnalis ex- 
pertus eft. Coll. 5. Opera, p. 392. 

1 and 
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and fays that, on this account, Gregory 
Nazianzen fcrupled not to fay that the flefh 
of Chrift was God-like *. 

Notwithftanding it was fo much a fettled 
point with the ancient Fathers, that the di- 
vine nature could not fufFer or feel pain; 
yet during the Neftonian controverfy, it 
was cuftomary for the orthodox to hold a 
diiferent language, and to fay that the logos 
itfelf was crucified; fufFered, and even died. 
This was in anfwer to Neftorius, who 
maintained that there were two diftindt na- 
tures in Chrift, the divine and the human^ 
and that it could only be the human na- 
ture in Chrift that fufFered. The language 
which the orthodox made ufe of in anfwer 
to him was very extraordinary^ and often 
fhocking, Cafiian fays in fo many words, 
that ^^ God WaS crucified •f." '* If any 
^^ one," fays Cyril of Alexandria, ** does 

* Eft enim caro ct non caro — Et idco Gregorius in 
theologia ccieberrinuis non vcretur dicere carnem domirii 
o/AoSgoy, id eft, funul D.um. In Mexemeron. Bib. Pat. App. 
p. 1407. 

f Ergo necefle eft ut Chriftum affixum efTc in cruce de- 
ncges J aut Dcuin aifixuin cffo fatearis, De Incarnatione, 
Jib. 3. cap. 10. p. 995. 

'' not , 
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'^" in ot confefs that the word of God fuffered 
f^ in the flefh, was crucified in the fle/h, 
^ a-nd tafted death in the fiefh, being made 
^ tlie firft-born from the dead, as he is the 
^ life, and the giver of life, as God, let 
im be anathema*." 
lut when this writer comes to explain 
Ixir^nfelf, it appears that what he' faid was 
jx c:> tiling better than a quibble. " God the 
*^ ^word," he fays, " was free from pafiion ; 
* « tDUt he appropriated to himfelf what was 
lone to his own body-f-." *« Chrift is 
palpable and impalpable, viiiblc and in- 
'ifible;}:. We afcribe to him human 
jDtoperties on account of the difpenfation 
c:)f the fle(h, and divine one^ on account 
c^f his ineffable generation from the Fa- 



•i^ 



Si quis non confitetur vcrbum Dei carne ciTe paf- 

Tvim, carne crucifixum, et mortem carnc guftafic, primo 

genitum ex mortuis fa(Shim, quemadmodum et vita elt, et 

viviificans, ficut Dcus, Anathema cfto. Epift. Opera, 

vol. 2. p. 27. 

"t" Turn cogita quod Deus verhum paflionis quidem man- 
ierit e>ipers, verum haec omnia proprio corpori fa£la fibi 
^PPropriarit. Horn. Opera, vo!. 2. p. 75. 

X iDicimus itaque cundcm palpabilem cum fit impalpa- 
balis, vifibilcm cum fit invifibilis. Ibid. p. 96. 

'' thcr," 
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* ther*." He alfo fays exprefsly, " 

* all acknowledge that the word of God 
' impaffiLbIe+/' Theodoret likewife fj 

* becaufe the body which was afTumcd 

* called the body of the only begotten S 

* of God, the fuiFerings of that body 

* referred to him :{;." 
The dodlrine of the union between t 

divine and human nature of Chrift feems 
have been carried to its greateft height 
Damafcenus, who fays, *' the flefli-of Chri 
** on account of its union with the log 
** has a life-giving property, is endim 
<« with a knowledge of futurity, and 
«^ even be faid always to have been§/' 



* Et huic adfcribimus tarn humana, propter difpenfatJ 
nem illius cum came fufceptam, quam divina propter ir:^ 
cnarrabilcm illius quam ex patre habet gcnerationera 
Hum. Opera, vol. 2. p. 97. 

f Praetcrca et impaffibile efle verbum Dei confitemu 
omncs. Epift. 28. Opera, vol. 2. p. 44. 

ffYfyoptu^ (T^jiyLXy si; eauJov avxipspei to th (TUfJLOclo; "SJO^og, Epift. 
144. Opera, vol. 3. p. 1019. 

§ Scrva et ignorans Chrifti caro dicitur. Verum ob 
perfonae identltatem, atque indivulfam conjunftionem, 
domini anima rcrum futurarum cognitione, quemadmo- 
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this he quotes Gregory Nazianzen. " The 
** orthodox believe the deification of the 
''• flefh of Chrifl, though without any change 
'* of its properties. The one brought, and 
'* 'irlie other received divinity*." 

The nature of the body of Chrift v^as 
one part of the ApoUinarian controverfy. 
Apollinarius held an opinion on this fubjedt, 
wtiich very much refembles that of fomeof 
th^ Gnoftics. For he faid that *^ it came 
^* froQi heaven -f-/' ** that it was eter- 
'* nalj,'* and that " it was confubftantial 
* x^ith the divinity §/' Some who were 

et reliquis miraculis, locupletata eft. Orthod. Fid. lib. 
=ap. 21. Opera, p. 421. 

Ut enim incarnationem citra mutationem et conver- 

^m confitemur : fic item carni deificationem faftam effe 

Ccmus, Sic enim Theologus Gregorius loquitur : 

^:Drurfi alterum divinitam attulit, alteruiii divinitatem 

pit. Ibid. cap. 17. p. 413. 

TiV£j fjuev yap aulm ilohfLYifrtxy Tseysiv, otwOEv rov Xf^rov to aa^ 
^^'^mx^M* Epiphanius, H. 77. p. 996. 

Ilr£ EtTreiv fm vsulepov eivm to tra/jia mg T8 X078 3eo7»j7©-, a}JM 

3iov aula ^iaTTovloi ypyemr^ai^ esraSij ek mg ao^iag (twestj. Ibid. 

^pX^^ ^ '^^ WW TJiv (rapficij^ eKswy (pixrvf sivm. G. Nazian- 
^*^-, Or. 46. Opera, p. 722. 

§ Tiveg Se xj oyLoaa-m to crw/iaTs x^th th SeoTu?* 'hsyzn Eloy^mrav, 

^F**phanius. H, 77. Opera, vol. i. p. 997. • , 

called 






256 T/jc two Natures Book 

called Gainitcsy alfo held that " the body 
** Chrlft was incorruptibJe*/' 

That the body of Chrift was natural ZSi 
incorruptible was an opinion very prevale .m^ j t 
among the orthodox after the council ^^sz^i 
Nice. Athanafius fays, that '^ the body ^af 
*' ChrilT: fufFcred according to the nature ^of 
bodies, but that it had the property ^cf 
incorruptibility from the logos inhabi -4- 
** ing itf.'' Fulgentius fays, that " the bo 
" of Chrift had no corruption in the gra" 
*^ and his foul no pain in hell." This i^Bie 
afcribes to the body and foul being f"k: — ee 
from fin %. The emperor Juftinian adopt -^d 
this opinion fome time before his dea-ti lb. 
But it was afterwards generally condemn e::^ d. 

* ronntcnl-ur Gainitne Dcum fcrmonem e virginena- '^- 
ram hiiiiiiinam aUfumpfnTc perfccle ac vere, fed poft ur^ /o 
ncm C& c orpiib incorruptibilc dicunt. Lcontius de Se£^*'*s» 
Bib. Par. App. p. 1873. 

ft%£: 5e rr.c a(p^:xpcri(xg rrv (^vaiv sk T8 avvoiKYia'aviog avJu Xoys. 
mo Major dc fide in Montfaucon, vol. 2. p. 7. 

X Sic tunc n, ut ncc Chrifti caro in fcpulchro corrump 
retur, nee inferni doloribus anima torqucretur. Quonia 
anima, imniunis a peccato non erat fubdenda fupplici 
et carneni fine peccato non debuit vitiare corruptio. 
Trafimundum, lib. 3. cap. 30. p 476. 

Agebar 
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obard attributed even a vivifying power 
the flefhof Chrift*. 
n favour of his opinion, that the. body 
Chrifl came from heaven, Apollinarius 
ed John's faying the word was made 
)^. And it 13 obferved by Athanafius, 
t this was a text, which " both the anci- 
nt and niodern heretics took advantage 
f +/' To this fcheme it was anfwered, 
t " by making the body of Chrift con- 
ilbftantial with the logos, they made a 
burth perfon in the deity, and fo com- 
lofed a quaternity, and not a trinity §/* 

Felix foii divinitati tribuit vivificationem, ^dicens do- 
im fecundum divinitatem vivificantem quos vult; et 
recordans quod et caro vivificatoris verbi, vivificatrix 
:nda eft, beato Cyrillo docente ita. Adverfus Feli- 
fe6t. 32. p. 40. 

Quemadmodum argumentantur Appollinariftae vcl 
inque funt alii, adverfus animain dominie quam prop- 
negant quia fcriptum legunt, verbum caro faduni eft. 
im.ct anima inquiunt, ibi effet, debuit did, verbum 
)fa<£luseft. Auftinde Anima, Opera, vol.-y.p. ii^q. 
To 3f T^oyog syivslo Cap^ eipnfjLEvovy uTTBppvag te k} vTTsp ettcuvov^ 
zvh f^ 01 *sot>ai mla Tag cupEcetg ^ti^fjuoi. t^ oi wv avli^iHoi, 
a, vol. 3 . p. 296. 

Oylojg TO OfMHaiov auiJia m ?joyi &c sriv aJToi o Xoy®-, o?^' 
zrpog rov Xoyov • filcps h ctvI©", srcu kot etSia w auim rpioi Tg- 

Epiphanius. Hser. 77. Opera, voK i* pr-i004. 

^ox.,11. S CHAP. 
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CHAPTER VIII. 

Of the Ufe cf the Incarnation , and the 0B» 
jediions that were made to the DoSlrine* 

T T is not my defign in this work to treat 
largely concerning the ufe of the dodlrinc 
of the incarnation, as I have already done it 
in what I have advanced concerning the doc- 
trine oi atonermnt^ in my Hijiory of the Cor^ 
ruptions of Cbrtfiianity . But having feleded 
a few paffages which may throw fome far- 
-ther light on the fubjecfl, from the works 
which have lately gone through my hands, 
it may not be amifs to infert them in this 
place. 

The great and immediate objeiS; of the 
doftrine of the incarnation of the logos was 
the exaltation of the perfon of Chrift ; but 
it was foon found to anfwer another pur- 
pofe, and this was to enable the philofo- 
phizing chriftians to conceive how man 
Ihould conquer death, and the devtU which 
they fay he could not have done, without 



4 
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the affiftance of divinity. For this purporc 
they fuppofed that the divine nature of 
Chrift was fo mixed with the human, that, 
the adtions of the* one were attributed to 
the other ; and they alfo conceived the hu- 
man nature of Chrift to be, as it were, 
the reprefentative of mankind in general. 
They were likewife ftruck with the idea of 
the fame being that made the world coming 
to reftore it. " There is nothing abfurd,'' 
feys Athanafius, '' in firppofing that the Fa- 
*' ther faved the world by the fame perfon 
*' by whom he made it*/' ** It was necef- 
.*' fary," fays Job, the monk, *' that the ma- 
*' ker of the world fhould reform and re- 
^' new his own workmanfhip, which had 
** received injury ^f-.'* 

Equal ftrefs was laid both upon the di» 
nyinity and the humanity of Chrift, in order 
to aecomplifli this end% " God,'* fays 
Irenaeus, '* fhall judge the Ebionites ; for 

* Ouhv yap svavliov famrzlouj ei h 8 rouJlnv ziinfMHpynoTV o tcckt 
%f^ tv avla X; mi/ rauhg Cuhpucv Bifyaa-aloi De Incarnatione 
Opera, voL i. p. 54. 

■+ Xlf expnv Tov ^jjunpyov xj 's^aoiv, aulov v^jKionthaffca j^ moL- 
MOawM jmrHgtSsif TO ^^liUiifyYipuh Phot. Bib. feA. 222, p. 582. 

S 2 '' how 
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*' how can they be faved, unlefs it be G 

** who works out their falvation up^ 

'* earth; and how can man go to God, 

'* God do not come to man * ?" But it 

equally neceffary that Chrift fhould h 

a proper human nature, that it might 

a man who conquered his oWn eneqa. 

*' Man " fays Athanafias, *' was corrupted 

** and deftroyed ; wherefore the logos ma.<fc 

** ufe of man as an inftrument, and co »- 

•' formed himfelf in ^11 things +/' «* T-Bc 

♦* human nature of Chrift/* fays Grego^iy 

Nyffen, ** by >?vhich the whole of hum ^^ 

** nature was mixed with the Deity, 

** taken out of all human nature, as t 



is 
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** firft fruits of the common mafs;];/' Al 
Gregory Nazianzen fpeaks of Chrift as 

T>]v (Tdjivpiav auicov tm yr\g E^ccaafjiEvog ' yi ^ag zxtfOpcoTTog x^i 
tig ^Ecvy £1 (AY] Sfof £;j^fi;^>]^ eig av^paTTOv, Lib. 4, cap 

f A>^* riSn ysvo^svo; av^ptcTrog B^^eipelo j^ tsapa'7ro»^o . 
siKOTwj avSf wTT/vw KExpi^M Ha>^; opyavbiy )^ «f 'buvIol eoJIov 
c£v A070J. De Incarnationc, Opera, vol. I. p# 98. 

% Ek 'moicnni Se Tr\g av^puTfivrj; fviTEag yi Hc3sfjux^ '»'w ^«w 
aTrapxn "tig tx koivh (pupa^og xoila XjP^rov ov^paTTog z/^srw, 
'spQ(7i!pm TTj &£o7)i7i 'J5,'av 7o «y^^w9ri)w. Opera, vol. i. p 8 

^/ prefenti- ^J 
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** prefcnting human nature, when he hung 
^* upon the crofs, and fays, that in this capa- 
*' city he faid. My God^ my God^ why hajithou 
^^forfaken me y not meaning that he him- 
*' felf was deferted either by the Father, or 
^* by his own divinity, but only that hu* 
*' man nature was in a deferted and de- 
** fpifed ftate *." 

* Chryfoftom, fpeaking of Chrift bidding 
his difciples to handle and feel bim, that 
they might be fatisfied that he was no 
, fpirit, and of his reproof to Peter about 
his fuiFering death, fays, that ^^ his human 
** nature was that on which our falvation 
>* chiefly depended 5 for thus death and fin 
. ** are deftroyed, the curfe abolifhed, and a 
*' thoufand bleflings introduced. He there- 
^' fore chofe that his humanity (hould be 
*> believed in the firft place, this being the 
^^ root and foundation of innumerable good 
*' things -f/' He alfo fays, that '' when ' 

* On yao aJI&' 6ymla9\£h£7rlcu n utto t« *ssocipog^ r\ vtto tjj; 

iflR/Ts SwW®" Ev sav'Iw Jif o'Tnp eittov ttmo\ to tjfjtiJepov . Vfieig 

jap f|X£y 01 tyKoQot>Jty£iiAfiEvoi k^ "SfopewpotfASvot vpolepov^ sHa vw 'apo* 
fftP^9^/tf4£m id ffsa^a-fjtsvoi roig th ceffcA^ ^aa^eciv. Or. 36t 
Opera, p. 581.^ 

-f MoA^ov & ms vjnp tt/wv trakpioc; to He^aT^iov [t«7o] j^ 3/ 
f mafia VTmlat «; ntOop^tHm . «7<u yotp ^4 iavaio^ihu^^ ^^ afMftc^ 

S 3 amj>^9 
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*^ Chrift was led by the fpirit into the 
'* wildernefs, and conquered the devil, it 
** was not his divinity that did it ; for that 
'* it would have been difgraceful to the 
** Deity to fay, / have conquered ^.^^ He 
alfo fays, that ^* Chrift faves us, and makes 
** interceffion, as a man -f-." 

Theodoret makes it the ftrongeft objec- 
tion to the doftrine of Eutyches, that, upon 
his fcheme, " we have no advantage from 
** the incarnation, nor any pledge of oar 
** own refurredlion. For it will not fol- 
** low, that becaufe God rofc from the 
*' grave, therefore man will, the difference of 
** the natures is fo great J." Arguing againft 

campt%^ ^ KcScLfa rtfavKT^^ 3^ ta fjLVpia siaifi>Bsv Big mv fiior tifua 
tvya^a . Slo yLoO\ira E€ii>£o isnrBUEff^M tt^v oixovofjuav^ npf pij'ai ij 
'SYryrv ti/juv tuv fAupiav yEvo/iatjv ceyaSuv • outovofiav 3e ra &aa ffiff' 
maiea-^au xpizu In John. Horn. 30. Opera, vol, 8, p. 155. 
* AwjxSn uTTo ra nsnuyiciiog 'EreyotT-^mw, ly Evoojcrs tcv 3iaffo>flf, 
itX >i ^^^i • tQpig yap w rn ^eoir^i to siTrsiv svixno'a. De Sp. S. 
vol. 6. p. 216. 

•f Ha; (TQiiei' Uavlole ^wv, Bi; to Bfluyxj^nn v^b^ avlm • offlj 
av^puTTolrh. In Heb. 7. Cpera^ vol. 10. p. 1846. 

J ha Ce TYiv TY,gfjLaviag u^Ep^c>^ Kola^TTOfjixv* BXBOfO (^ctn^vrtil^a^ 
6>g sSkv yifxiv ^shog bk Tr\g svay^paTrrijeag yeyovs^ jy Tng ly^l^ 
avaraa-eug iiSsv sxByyuov b^oimv . «& yap, bi hBog bk VBKpav syvyBfisu^ 
^avJag fy av^puTTog avarno'BJai , ija/jLTroTsu yap rm fuasuv to iar 
q^pov. Haer, Fab. lib. 4. cap. 13. Opera, vol* 4. p. 373. 
£d. Hals. 



the Apollinarians, he fays, that *' if Chrift 

** had a logos, inftead of a human foul, it 

** was God and not man that overcame in 

** the temptation ; and, therefore, that man 

** could derive no benefit from it. The 

*^ devil,*' he alfo fays, " would exultj^ as 

** having been overcome, not by man, but 

** by God. For it was a great thing to 

" him to be conquered by God */' A 

inore particular account of the ufe of the 

incarnation, but all proceeding upon the 

iame idea, may be feen in Eufebius, De 

Xfaudibus, Conftantini, cap. 14, p. 759. and 

in Auftin, De Civitate Dei, lib. io. cap. 29* 

Opera, vol. 5. p. 590. 

Origen's idea on this fubjeft was fomc- 
'vvliat peculiar, but fufficiently agreeable to 
His dodlrine of the logos, as the univerfal 
3^€nt of the deity operating through all 
fta^ture. For, he fays, '* Chrift died not • 
** for man only, but for all rational crea- 
^* tures, even for the ftars," which, as a 
atonift, he fuppofed to be animated. — 
or, fays he, " the ftars are not clean 
in his fight, as we read in the book 

* oX^a >^ mg Evliu^ev ev^poai/vrig yeyufxvcoiJLM btti rpo^AiOis yoaj^ 

'^so^ftoig. Opera, vol- 5* p. 47* i 

S4 of 
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** of Job*." Still, however, he retained the 
idea of the logos ferving men in the cha- 
radler of a man, and other beings in their 
peculiar charadlelrs. For, he fays, ** Chriffc 
** was a man for men, and an angel to 
** angels,'* as he infers from his appear- 
ances in the Old Teftament^f-. It is evi- 
" dent, however, from this, that Origen 
4id not condditv fuffering as neceflary to 
redemption. For though, according to 
him, Chrift affumed the form of an angel, 
he could not fuppofe that he fufFered in' 
that form. 

Though the dpdrine of the incarnation 
of the logos ferved to cover the reproach 
of the crofs, and to make the religion of 
Chrift appear more refpedtable, which no 
doubt it did with many, it did npt anfwer 
this end univerfally. For the thing itfelf 
was fo monftrous and abfurd, that it was 
much ridiculed by thofe who did not em- 
brace it. Of this we have many inftances, 

>joyiKCovEile xcx^tli Ss^i eyeucralo ts vtt^ rnavlo^ ^avoSa.' — Oiov imtg 
ar^m • ah rm ar^m ^mavlug kcx^cf^cov cvlay svoomov 78 S^s, cog bv ri 
Jm^ aveyvafjLEv. Comment, vol. 2. p. 39. 

t Km (Tcxfag ysyoviv av^paTTOis av^fw;r^, )^ arm>m ayyt'h®' 
Ibid, p. 32. 

alrtiol 
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almoft from the time that it was firft ftarted 
to a very late period. 

In Jiifti n's dialogue with Trypho, the 
latter fays, ** You tell me fomething in"-. 
** credible, and almoft impofliblc, that God 
«' could be born an4 become a man *." 

Celfus objeAed to the '' inipoflibility of. 
^* God becoming man 'f." ** God, O Jews, 
** and Chriftians, or the Son of God, never 
*' defcended, or could defcendj." "The 
/' conceited Greeks," fays Clemens Alex- 
andrinus, *^ think it fabulous, that the Son 
** of God fhould fpeak by pian, that God 
** fhould have a Son, and that he fhould 
** fufFer; and having this prejudice, they 
*^ are prevented from believing §/* ** You 
^* fay," fays Ladtantius, ** it is impofliblc 
*' that any thing fhoul^ be taken from an 

til 9e®" uTTSfrnve yewY^nvcuy t^ avS^wTT®" ymo'^ai, p. 283. 

•|" 01( rjioi «5 ctKr&ag fAsJa^ctX^iSi Sf®", ucnre^ slot faatv iigo'CiifjLCi 
Sv«7oyt ^ ^fo£ip]lai ro aSuvcSov, Origen Contra Celfum, lib. 
4. p. 171. 

t 0£®" itAW, w la^Moi xj xf irMwoi, )^ $£« mat; ^ikig ale xeSyi^^ 
jRz Kciiyi^oi, Ibid. lib. 5. p. 231. 

§ Mjj^tohq ya^ nynvlai 01 ^omrurofoi^ iia te a)&^wrr}i vtov Seh Xat^ 
^(v, vtov T£ sxeiv Tov ^eovj ^ ^1 'S; 'srsTrov^svM nHov . d^ev caHas « 
w^dhrids rm Qiyvrm ctvoTrei^st oTrirav, Strom, lib. i* p. 313. 

<^ immortal 
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«* immortal being. You fay It is unworthy 
*' of God to become a nian, and to load 
«* himfelf with the infirmities of the flefli, 
•* fo as to fubjedt himfelf to paflions, pain^ 
** and death */' 

Athanafius ftrongly exprefles this objec- 
tion to the incarnation of the Son of God. 
** The Jews," fays he, -** reproach us for 
•' it, the Gentiles laugh at it, but we 
** adore it-f/' ** They urge us," he fays, 
^ with heathenifli and Jewifh blafphemies, 
*• laughing at the myftcry of the mifSon 
«* of the logos, and the incarnation +.*' 
^* Some, thinking with heathens and Jews, 
** not admitting that God was incarnate, 
** but endeavouring to comprehend by hu- 
^* man reafoning and philofophy, things 
" that are incomprehcnfible, as how that 

* Negant fieri potuiffe, ut naturae immortali quicquam 
idecederet. Nvgant denique Deo dignum, ut homo fierL 
vellet, feque iiitirmiute carnis oneraret j ut paifionibus, 
ut doleri, ut morti feipfe fubjicerit. Inftit. lib. 4. fedl. 22. 
p. 424. 

m^oaw/JHfjLsv* De Incarnatione, Opera, vol. i. p. 53. 
% A\?\aj TsExXwMcaj r^fjuv avli>jcyiag Kivacri^ t^ rag 4 laSdtav f!>^M* 

C^^Moxreu^. Contra Sabellimn, Opera, voL i. p. 663. 

*^ which 
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**-which is incorporeal can be born, how 
** it can proceed, and where can be that 
" which is every where, and contains all 
'* things, and fills all things ; from this 
*' arguing about how^ and where^ they go 
'^ into infidelity*." 

Libanius ridiculed the chriftians for 
making a man of Paleftine a god, and the 
/on of God'f'. 

Chryfoftom alfo fays, that '' many hea- 
* * thens, when they hear that God was born 
^* in the flefli, laugh at us, and difturb and 
** affright the more fimplej,*' thinking it 
Ian worthy of God §. 

• Tauia iy vm (ri^ji rivsg 'ExkKvwnv x) IsSJxow votrov voffovligy J^ 

ta-fxoig av^^coTrnoig^ x^ p?j3veiHEia^ t^ ^iXoaotpta ExTon'iXD yvasvcu^ x^ 

^Mola^^^iai fuxXXoy ^>>Of^oi ra yuEyoO\a Xj oHcSaXnTfla, mag ysncSost 

-a-o acrufjidlbv' tjoig h y^^ 'BJ^osKTr '^ wi o 'ssavlaxa cov^ J^ wavla 'zrs- 

^lEXWVi ^ *Bjavla 'Br^infajv, xj stt t« nffa;^ )^ oTrag, Big amrsiov exw- 

^wrcof^ jy avli yswYiceug ETrXeuraallo 'sroiTi^'w, )c, ayli 'SfpooSs hliaiVj J^ 

^a^oS^ov xalsffHEuao'caf. Unum eiTe Chriftum, Opera^^vol. x* 

p. 665. 

fnfra^ ccr^^anrovi Ssov t£, x) ^bh f^cu^a *muiaw. Socratis liift. 
lib. 3. cap. 23. p. 203. 

% ETTCiSn yttj 'soT^^i B>J^nvw, ataovlsg pli Se®' sJex^n ev o'opa^ 
HcSayBUiO'i^ hao-v^oylsg^ }y mo>0^g n:m ofBMrBgojv SofuSuai J^ tc^ 
faSni<n' Set. 31. Opera, vol. 5. p. 476. 

^ ATTPB^sg^ea, Ibid, p# 478. 

CHAP- 
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CHAPTER IX- 

Of the Controverfy relating to the Holy Spirit 



I 



T Is pretty remarkable, that, notwith- 
ftanding the dod:rine concerning the 
ferfon of Chriji^ had been the great fubjeft . 
of controverfy ever fince the promulgation 
of chriftianity, there is no mentioij made 
of any difference of opinion concerning the 
Holy Spirit, that attradled any notice, till 
after the commencement of the Arian con^ 
trovcrfy, and even till after the counpjl of 
Nice. Bplil obferves, that *' the doftrine 
** concerning the HoJy Spirit, vs^hich made 
'^ fo much tioife in his time, had not been 
*' ^^gitated by the anelcnts ; and becaufe they 
«' had been all of the fame opinion about 
'^ it, it had not been fettled*/' Now, as 
in all this period, it w^ill appear that there 
were great numbers of unitarians (they be-^ 

* r.TTsiJrj ?£ TO vyy avoKu^av ziapa tcjv asi ri Kaivolofisiv C9n%£j* 
cuv^av ^i^r ;...■, 'Sjapaa-iaTrn'^ev roig nscO^i^ Sict to avavlippnlovy af:ap' 
^pulov J<^2.Ui(ph„ (Afycy Sv? to ^Tf^i T8 ay\» w/eiffMoro^). tpift. 387 . 

Opera, voU 3. p. 382? 

^ • 
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:ig the majority of the unlearned chrif- 
ians among the Gentiles, belides the whole 
•ody of the Jewifh chriftians, who did not 
elieve in any divinity except that of the 
*ather) and this is never objected to them 
y their adverfaries, who do cenfure them 
^r not admitting the divinity of the Son, 
t is evident that the divinity of the Spirit 
lad not been acknowledged even by thofe 
VYio had been deemed orthodox. 

Even after the rife of the Arian contro- 
^erfy, many perfons exprefled themfelves 
:oncerning the Spirit as if it had no proper 
livinity, at leafl: of aperfonal nature, with- 
out cenfure, which could not have been 
;he cafe, if it had been the uniform doc- 
:rine of the orthodox, that the Holy Spirit 
was a proper divine per/on^ equal to the Son, 
Dr the Father. We may conclude, there- 
fore, that it was the doftrine of the di- 
vinity of the Son which prepared the way 
for that of the Holy Spirit. But to en- 
able us to jud^e from fadts, I fhall produce 
pafTages relating to the Holy Spirit from a 
^onfiderable number of chrillian writers, ia 
■^he order of time in which they wrote. 

SEC- 
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SECTION I. 

Opinions concerning the Holy Spirit Before the 

Council of Nice. 

'T^ H E fentiments of the Gnoftics, with 
refpect to the Holy Spirit, were never, 
that we find, much complained of. But 
indeed, we do not know very diftinftly 
what they were, except that, from their 
general fyftem, it may be concluded, that if 
they fuppofed him to be a perfon at all, 
he muft have been one of their aons^ de- 
rived, mediately, or immediately, from the 
Supreme Being j and this agrees with Atha- 
nafius's faying, that " Valentinus thought 
** the Holy Spirit to be of the fame rank 
«' with the angels *•'' 

7oig ay7£>JSi; owapi&fjLEicr^M to 'sivsuimk, tyi; tb avlaxv eivou (n/roixj^ 
cculo K) ayye^juv sivai fAeiova rm aMa)v • "sipoiov fjLsv av t>jj ao'sSiiag srn^ 
OucO^^vs 1^0 ev^r)fut ' xj ax e>^ov aloi ra skeivh p^eP/ofjLSvoi . eksivc^ 
yap ^niTi * oli 'BEfJup^sylog th 'srotf aicXrj/s, crtAfoi'srera^JVTav aul^ oc 
Ti^KiaJou cufla ayyo^Gi. Epift, Ad. Serapion, Opera, vol. i; 
p. 185. 
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We can have no dependence, as I have 
fliewn, upon any arguments from the writ- 
ings of the apoftolical Fathers, except that 
of Clement, who makes no particular men- 
tion of the Holy Spirit. In the book 
aiCcribed to Hermas, he is made to fay^ 
" do not offend the Holy Spirit, left he 
*^ intreat God, and depart from thee*/' ' 
According to this, the Holy Spirit mufl: 
have been thought to be a creature^ de- 
pendent upon God. . 

Jgna,tius, if his epiftle to the Ephefians 
be genuine, considered the Holy Spirit as 
a pov^er^ rather than as a per/on. For he 
fays, aukwardly enough, " We are raifed up- 
wards by the machine Jefus Chrift, which 
'* is his crofs, ufing the Holy Spirit as a 
•* ropef." 

Juftin Martyr, to whom we are indebted 
'or the firft rudiments of the dodrine of 
he divinity of Chrift, fays but little coa*- 
rerning the Holy Spirit j and from that 

♦ Noli ofFendere fpiritnm fanftum qui in te, habitat ne 
'oget domipum, et recedat a te. Mand. lo. fefl:. 3. p. 97. 

little 
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little, it is not eafy to conclude what 
real opinion was. But it is probable 
he confidered the Spirit as a created be: 
fince he reprefents him as inferior to Ch 
** But him, apd the Son who comes fi 
** him, and teaches us thefe things, and- 
** hofts of good angels which follow th 
'* and agree with them'' (meaning perh^ 
other valuable truths of an important 
ture) ** and the prophetic fpirit, we re 
«' rence and adore, honouring them in w 
** and deed *." Speaking of Chrift as " 
*' Son of the true God, and to be honou 
^Mn the fecond place," he fays, ** we ] 
** nour the prophetic fpirit in the tl: 
*^ place, after the logos +•'* 

Irenaeus feems to have confidered 
Holy Spirit as a divine influence, and 
proper perfon. ^\ By the name of Chrii 
he fays, ** we arc given to underftand i 
** who anoints, one who is anointed, j 

* Axx' tKimv re xj rov 'map aula viov £^0ov?a, }y 3i3a|av7a 



I 
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*• the undlion with which he is anointed. 
*' It is the Father who anoints, but the 
*' Son is anointed, in the Spirit, which is 
** the unftion; as the word fays by Ifaiah, 
** The Spirit of the Lord is upon me, be-*' 
** caufe he has anointed me; fignifying 
*^ the Father anointing, the Son who is 
■•* anointed, and the undtion, which is the 

*' Spirit ^r 

Again, fpeaking of the fleece of Gideon 
which continued dry, he fays, ** it is a 
'• type of the people, who would afterwards 
** be dry, not having the Holy Spirit from 
** God, as Ifaiah fays, and I will order the 
. " clouds that they fhall not rain upon thee, 
•^^but in all the earth there fhall be dew, 
" which is the Spirit of God, which de« 
** fcended upon our Lord 5 the fpirit of 
*' wifdom and underftanding, the fpirit of 

• In • Chrifti enim nomine fubauditur qui unxit, ct 
ipfe qui unftus eft, et in ipfa unSioin qua undlus efl.' Et 
unxit quidem pater, unftus eft vero filius, in fpiritu, qui 
eft undio ; quemadmodem per Efaiam ait fermo : fpiritus 
Dei fuper me, propter quod unxit me; fignificans et un- 
genfcem patrem, et un£tum filium, et un^ionem, qui eft 
fpiritus. Lib. 3. cap. 20. p. 246. 

. VoL.IL T ^^'counfel 



• 




J. J 
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« counfel and might ; the fpirk of know- 
** ledge and piety, the fpirit of the fear of^ ^j 
" God, which he would again give to the^> jk 
** church, fending the Paraclete from hea— 
** ven upon all the earth V 

Theophilus gives us no idea of a perfon. 
much lefs a divine one, when he fpeaks 01 
the ** fpirit that moved upon the face of th» 
•* water, as fomething imparted to the creajs ^1 
** tion to vivify it, as the foul does Hijc^zl 
** body, the fpirit being fomething zite^^iMt 
•* nuated, imparted to the water, which 
** thin and fluid alfo, that the fpirit m 
•* nouriOi the water, and the wafer gdd^fde 
** to the fpirit may nourifh all creation <zi»r 
*' prevading it-f-/' 

*Quod crat typus populi, ariditatem futuram pfoptlcii^he 
tans; hoc eft, non jam habitaturos eos a Deo fpiritL^r :^tum 
fan£hini, ficat Efaias ait : et nubibus mandabo ne plus m, — \^t 
fuper earn; in omni autem terra fieri ros, quod eft &: fpU 
ritus Dei, qui defcendit in dominum, fpiritus fapientig '■"'^ et 
intelleAus, fpiritus confilii, et virtutis, fpiritus fcientia^^secf 
pietatis, fpiritus timoris Dei : quern ipfum iteruxn dm ^ t 
ecciefiae, in omnem terram mittens de ccelis paracIetu^Km. 
Lib. 3. cap. 20. p. 244. 

\ ThftVfJM ?£ TO cTTl^epOfABVOV tTTOm TH vicOo^ fiSoMV 9s0< Of 
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Athenagoras confidered the Hoty Spirit 
IS an efflux from the Deity, flowing out 
ind drawn into him again at pleafure^ as a 
3eam from the fun*. This was that kind 
>f cxiftence that Juftin Martyr fays fome 
perfons afcribed to the divinity of the Son, 
md which conftituted, as I fhall fhow here- 
ifter, what may be called the philofophical 
unitarianifm of that age. 

Tertullian feems to have thought that 
the* Holy Spirit was derived from Chrift, in 
the fame manner as Chrift was derived 
From God, that is by a kind oi prolation. 
'' The Spirit/' fays he, *' is the third from 
^' the Father, and the Son ; as the fruit is 
'* the third frem the root, and the branch j 
'' as the rivulet is the third from the 
'' fountain and the rivers and the apex the 
" third from the fun. and its beam. For 

UfCHTct; . TO yaf wf^-Ufta t^ettIov h) Ta v3iuf ^£w75V, o^ag to /asv mnih 
fiM r^tpn TP vi»^ * TO 3e udo^f aw r» "ssvBVfitali rgsp] tyiv jSmv^ iutti^ 

vsfism vavlaxpo's. Lib. 2* p. 98. 

* Kai Toi xy aula ro (vefjisv roi; tHfajfuffi vfofiiliHag aym «V£ujutf, 
^m^foie» sivau f^^ijei th Ses, aToppeov ^ iTCouafpi^oyi^wv^ »i suiliva 
ato. Apol. p. 84. 2lS. 

. T 2 ?* none 
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*' none of thefe are feparated from their 
** fources, from which they derive their 
** properties. So the Trinity running, by 
*' conneded degrees, from the Father, is no 
^* hindrance to a monarchy, and yet a pro- 
<* teftion to the oeconomy*." 

In another paiTage, he feems to confound 
the Spirit with the logos, fuppofing the fpirit 
of God by which the Virgin Mary was ovcr- 
fhadowed to have been the word! •* By not 
*' calling him God diredtly," he fays, ** he 
" means a portion of the whole, which will 
** obtain the name of the Son. This Spirit 
*^ of God is the fame as the wordj as 
*< John fays. The word was madeflejh. Wc 
" alfo underftand the Spirit when the word 
'* is mentioned ; for the Spirit is the fub- 
'* fiance of the word, and the word is the 

* Tertius enim eft fplritus a Deo et filio, ficut tcrtius 
a radice frudlus ex frutice ; et tertius a fonte, rivus ex 
iluminc ; et tertius a fole, apex ex radio. Nihil tamena 
matrice alienatur, a qua proprietates fuas ducit. Ita trini- 
tas per confertos et connexos gradus a patre dccurrcns et 
monarchiae nihil obftrepit, et oeconomis ftatum protegiu 
Adv. Praxeam, fefl:. 8. p. 504t 

4 ** operatidf^ 
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** operation of the Spirit, and they two are 
" one*/* Eufebius fays thatxoy®- znAmwija 
the nvord^ and the Spirit^ mean the fame 
thing with refpedt to God ^f-. 

It was fuppofed by the ancients, that the 
Spirit appeared in the proper form of a 
dove at our Saviour's baptifm, and cqnfe- 
quently it was a queftion to be. determined 
what became of the body of this dove. 
TertuUian intimates, that '^ as it was made 
" out of nothing, it might be refolved into 
•* nothing, like the bodies of angels J. 

Hippolytus perhaps confidered the Spirit 
as a perfon; but it is not quite certain. 
" Why,** fays he, *^ fhould any one fay that 

* Tamen non dire£lo deum nominans, por tionem totius 
intelligi voluit, qua? cefTura erat in filii nomen. Hie fpiritus 
Dei idem erit fermo. Sicut enim Joanne dicente, fermo 
caro faflus eft ; fpiritum quoque intelligimus in mentione 
fennonis: ita ct bic fermonem quoque agnofcimus in no- 
mine fpiritus. Nam et fpiritus eft fubftantia fermonis, ct 
feraio operatio fpiritus, et duo unum funt. Ad Praxcam, 

kOi. %b. p-515* 
f In Pf. Montfaucon, vol. i, 

X Sed quaeris corpus columbae ubi fit, refumpto 'fpiritu 

in coelum ; acque et angelorum ; eadem ratione intercep- 

tum eft, qua et editum fuerat ; ft vidifTes cum de nihilo 

proferebatur, fciffes, cum in nihilum fubducebatur. De 

CaiAe Cbrifti, fedt. 3. p. 309. 

T 3 ** wc 
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*« we teach two Gods. I do not fay then 
** are two Gods, but one, and two per 



** fons, alfo the third (economy, the graa 
<* of the Holy Spirit. For the Fathci 
** is one, but two pcrfons ; bccaufc then 
*' is a Son, and the third is the Hol;^ Jy 
** Spirit*/' '^ This is the Spirit thaj&at 
^* moved upon the face of the waters^ b; «zi)5 
*' which the world is nioved, by which tliMi^CTn 
** creation confifts, and all things recciv^""%^v< 

y lifef /• 

Origen confidered it as doubtful^ whc^>^e 
ther, fince all things are made by Chtini: iil 
the Holy Spirit was not made by hinrzx m 
And after difcuffing the queftion a litjlT i^ic, 
he fays, '' we who maintain three hypoftafS'Iifes, 
*^ the Father, Son, and Spirit, and belie^^ve 
^* that the Father only is unbegotten, thi_ _J/}jfc 
** it more agreeable to piety and truth, to 

** maintain that the Holy Spirit is fupei — ior 



* Ti sv ^Yi(T£i£V ctv rig ^vo >^yBiv 9:8^ ; Si/o fisv hk sea fiesf, 

/bea7oj. HocIyj^ fjLSv ya^ «j, ^poa-uTTcz Se 5i/o, oil y^ mog^ ro ?f '^t'^iIgv 

vo ayiov 'sivsufjux. Ad Noetum, fe£l. 14. Opera, vol. 2. p - 1 5« 

-|- Talo 5e eriv ro 'mEVfjw^ ro air apx"^^ eTTifepo/jLevov S7rav»9 '^^ 

vicSm , S a Kocr^g msilaiy 3l » x7<cr<f ltoOm ^ ra o-VfATTceylst f ^oyo* 

»£fla(^ Horn, in Theophaniam, Opera, p. ^164; 
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• to all things that were made by Chrift ; 
^ and that the only reafon why he h not 

* called a Jon of God, is that the only be- 
•f gotten Son had obtained that title, which 

* the Holy Spirit wanted, being fubfer- 
'^ vient to his nature, not only with refpeft 
^* to his heingy but to his being wife and 
'^ rational, and righteous, and every thing 
^* elfe that he is underftood to be. But I 
^ think that the Holy Spirit, if I nwy fo 
^^ fpeak, furniihes the materials of all the 
^* gifts of God, which are diftributed by 

* Chrift. We acknowledge, however, that 
'* there is room to doubt of this; fince 

* whatever is made is faid to have been 
^ made by Chrift, and that, in ibme places, 
^ the Holy Spirit feems to have been conr 

* fidered as fuperior to Chrift ; efpecially as, 
^ in Ifaiah, Chrift himfelf confefles that he 
' was fent by the Holy Spirit, as well a^ 

* by the Father,'* If, xlviii. 16. ** and iiker 

* wife that blafphemy againft the Holy 
' Spirit is more dangerous than blafphemy 

* againft the Son*/' 

• 'Ryjixi fAtvloiye Tf Ei^ uicorouTti^ mtJbofjuBfOi tityxfimiv^ rop iffcSefaCm 

T 4. w^rfyfffiest 
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Afterwards he makes a diftindtion be- 
tween thofc things which God made in 
wifdom^ and thofe made by wifdom^ i. e. by 
the Son*, as if the Spirit had been made by 
God without the inftrumentality pf Chrift. 
The following paflage is not more determi- 
nate. ** For the Saviour made both one, and 
** he being the firfl: fruits of thofe things that 

7^s ytvofjtsvav^ to cpytov nBvtvfia 'ssocSlm mcu Ti/Mulepj»^ ^ toe^ 
maSluv TCJV vtto t8 moSpogiia x^m yey evrtiASfm . «^ '^^X^ ^ ^ 
fi ouiia 78 fjoi ^ coHo vto9 xfYi/AoSf^Efv Ts ^£», fcovtf TV fAfivoyoiss fwv 
vm ctfxy^^ Ti;7%avovb$i, a x^^^ ^^^^ "^^ ^^^ wsv/iay iicmmlSr 
avla rn imoroco'n^ h fiovov ag to e^voi, a>>a j^ cofov mat J^ Aoywv, 
^ ^ixaiovy :^ wav oIittoIhv Xf^ oujio voeiv nr/x^^Vt ^ot piScxyv tvn 
'Bjpoei^fjimjv nfjuv x^rs eTrivoiw * oifxcu ie to ayiov rnnvfut rtfif « 
^ag Ei'TTcOf vT^rtv ruv utto Ses p^a^iofuxJajv 'ma^Exm Toig % oulo jy fif 
lAdoxnv ouIh Xf»i/^<?«^tv ayioig^ tng ei^mg v}<yig rav xaft^/t^An*, 

pB^y^fJimg fd^ OCTTO T8 SeS, ilOkOViifJiSVYig ^ vtto th %f if«, uftfmi 

3je Kcila to ay toy tjsvzvyia, — E%£i Je £7ra7ropYi(Tiv Sia te to, nsahi^ 
aula Byevsloy 39 oftoy^a^siv to mviv^jLa ysvimlov cv, 3ia t8 ^oys yEyovaw, 
*Kr«j wovei 'sj^olifAoa'ai tk Xf^rs fv T<cn y^a^aig^ £v fA£v t« Ho-oia 0|W- 
^0781/7©" Xf ir»5 sx ycro t8 wxl^og a'7C£Ta>^ai fjLova, oWux j^ i«ro ts 
ayiis WfBif/JLologj fna-i yof J^ wv Kv^iog aTTsruhB fis fy to *mtvfJ^ 
fXiUs • svhra svayyeT^to afscriv fjL£v eTrayysT^KoiJLEva stti rng eig oAn 

Ofjiafiag^ aTTcfaivofABiii fe ms^i rng tig to ayioy ^srvsvijut ffhoffpr 
fjuag. Comment, vol. 2. p. 57. 

^ TLayla yap frvriVy £v ffo^iot B7roin<rag^ s 3i« mg q-ofiag tTfoir^ag^ 

IW* p. 59? 
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'* are made one, I mean of thofe whofc fouls 
«* are ^ mixed with the Holy Spirit, and 
•• each of thofe who are faved becomes 
^* fpiritual*/'. 

It is evident, from the uncertainty ia 

which Origen appears to have been with 

refpeft to this fubjccft, that in his time the 

dodlrine of the church was by no means 

fixed, and' that thofe who were deemed or- 

diodox thought themfelves at liberty t6 

^liink and write as they pleafed about it, 

\?vitlioiit any danger of herejy. 

Novatian, who had as much orthodoxy 

'with refpeft to the trinity as any perfon 

of his age, certainly did not believe in thp 

«3pinity of the Holy Spirit, whom he re- 

prefents as inferior to the Son, whom alfo 

lie makes greatly inferior to the Father. 

** Chrift," fays he, *' is greater than the 

• TiiTohmt yap o* aari/ip 7 a ttyL^onptt tp, kata tjhv 
AifA^y^v Tu)^ yivoyLivav Afji^oTipav iv iAvra 'zrpo nrAvrcait 
voiMAV A(j(,^o7ipa>p /« hiyu %<u iiri ra? Av^foTm^ ip »y 
AVAKiKfAiAi Ta Ayt9d *aviMyiATt » sxccrtf 'vl't/p^Hy K£U y^y(ilfip 
€XAro; 70V Qal^o(fiiVe}y ^vtviAATiKou Coinn^cnt. vol. $• 
p. 30. 

♦« Paraclete ; 
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** Paraclete ; for he would not receive of 
•* Chrift, if he was not lefs than he *." 

We are not able to trace with certainty- 
the opinion of Cyprian on this fubjeft^ 
But, as he fays that it was Chrift wh^ 
fpake by the prophets +, he fccms to har^ 
had no di(lin£t office for the Spirit, and^ 
therefore, probably thought that Chrii? 
himfclf was that Spirit. 

It is enumerated among the faults of 
Laftantius, that '* he makes no mention 
** of the Ho]y Spirit, and that, in his 
*' epiftles to Dcmetrianus, as Jerom %s, 
^* he denied the perfonality of the Spirit; 
** and according to a Jewifh error, con- 
** founded him cither with the Father or 
*' the Son +." 

♦ Major ergo jam Paracleto Chriftus eft: quonUm 
nee Paracletus aChrifto acciperet, nifi minor Cfarifto effct. 
Cap. 1 6. p. 56. 

\ Scd quanto majora funt quae filius loquitur, quae Dei 
fermo, qui in prophetis fuit, propria voce teflatur. Dc 
Oratione Dominica, Opera, p. 139. 

X Navi Ladantii et errores — Quod fpiritum fanflum 
ne quidem nominet : imo quod in epiftolis ad Demetria- 

num, autore Hieronymo^ fpiritus fandi fubftantiam ne- 

gavit } 
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** Dionyfius of Alexandria," who is 
ftcp called the father of Arianifm, *' fpakc 
« very improperly/' fays Bafil, " with re- 

* fpc<9: to the Holy Spirit, and not admit- 

* ting of his ^ divinity, reduced him to the 

* rank of a created and fervile nature *.'' 
Eufebius, who appears to have been as 

irtfaodox as other writers of his age with 
cfpc<9: to the Son (if his writings may be 
illowed to tcftify for him) and who cer- 
tainly was not bold in herefy^ fcrupled not 
:o coniider the Spirit as made by the Son« 

* The Holy Spirit/' fays he, ** is neither 
^ God, nor the Son, becaufe he did nQt 

* derive his birth from the Father, like 
^* the Son; but is one of the things that 
" was made by the Son 5 becaufe all things 
«* were made by him, and without him 

gavit ; et errore Judaice dixit, cum vel ad Patrcm Teferri, 
^el ad fill urn ; et famSiHcationem utriufque perfonse fub 
ejus nomine demonftrari. Synthefis DoiStrinse Ladiiantii, 
p. 8^9. 

• npO$ /S T»7oK IL^ '®"€fl TK 'iffViviXeljof O^flU ^Wtf.fy »>cir« 

«Jopi^«i', )y Kttfcif "ZFH rn KJi^ti j^ Kiflnpyoj ^v^iau api6fJL»v^ 
3^ (JLiv ct( Tffy TomToi, Letter to Magnus in Nicephorus't 
Iliftory, lib. 6. cap. 25. vol. i« p. 419. 



4€ 



was 
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^* was nothing made *." He alfo fpeaks 
of the Holy Spirit as ** holding the third 
*' place, as receiving from the logos, and 
** imparting valuable gifts to inferior be- , 
** ings, juft as the logos receives every^ 
•* thing from the Supreme Being +•** 

Even Hilary, who wrote fo largely con**.^ 
cerning the divinity of the Son, feems no^ 
to have had the fame perfuafion concern ^^ 
ing that of the Holy Spirit i but, in the 
little that he fays on the fubjed):, imns 
rather to have confidered the Spirit as a 
divine influence. He reprefents our Sa- 
viour commanding the apodles to baptize 
in the name of the Father, the Son, and 
the Holy Spirit, as fignifying '' a confeffion 
'* of the Father, of the only begotten, and 

9)i T« 'uctlfoi ofJLoiaf ra vtat Kcu avJo rnv yivi^iv nhmf, tf 
</^£ Ti rav J^iet T» v/h yivpyi^vav 7vyx/^veip o]i /§ ^yetyj* ^* 
ett'7tf iyiv(]oy '/.cu %«p/^ tfvJ^ ^yivijo .»/e iv, Ec, ThcoL 
ilb. 3. cap. 4. p. 175,- 

ctyafl^peo y.oA Kpulrovog, ov J'ii J^ivJl^iVitv ipAuiV TW^ rtF»7«tI* 
y.ifjcty^.vvnl^ (pv^ico^ ^2^ Tn ^^flt/z^Kr/Ag^j. Prcparatio, lib, 
7. cap. 15. p. 32s. 

"of 
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^ of the gift */' which very much refena- 
les what Irenaeus fays on the fubjedt. 

They who faid that the Holy Spirit was 
reated by the Son, held that there was a 
Ime when only one divine perfon exifted ; 
nd again, that there was a time when 
nly two exifted, the Holy Spirit not 
)eing madef. 



SECTION 11. 

Opinions concerning the Holy Spirit after tie 

Council of Nice. 

jrT was Athanafius, the great advocate for 
the divinity of Chrift, and his con- 
Tubftantiality with the Father, who alfo 
sxerted himfelf ftrenuoufly and efFedtually 
in behalf of that of the Holy Spirit, whofe 

♦ Baptizare juffit in nomine Patris et Filii et Spiritus 
ran£ti : id eft, in confeilione et authoris, et unigenitit et 
doni. Lib. 2* p. 22. 

Eagenii Legatio ad Athanafium in Montfaucoo's Colle^io 
Pauumi vol. 2« p. 3* 

divinity 



' . «as denied by M»'^ ^j,,^ of V* 

EgyP' "1 from *«^« ,1 iafl«n« 
*atbe- r He had to »-H^^„lr 

fp''** . ttot » fy"°* „lcd and «b««= 
calUd there, « f„, ,te fi* 

th= «°^\?conf»hto"'^' " 
^"'^or iong *« * Jtmniy detet»»= 

: Vnity no« began ^^^^^,_ , ..^ 



lib. 5- **^ 



lAP.IX. to the Holy Spirit, 287 

1 confiftcnce^ one ' part of the fcheme 
ming in aid of the other 5 and there were 
tindt treatifes to prove the divinity of 
5 Spirit, which had never been the fub* 
3: of difcuflion before. Then was the 
dlrine of the perfedl equality of the Spi- 
, and the Son^ as well as that of the Son 
d the Father, fully eftabliihed^ fo that 
jong others, Epiphanius aflerts that, 
hatever is faid of the Son is alfo (aid of 
e Spirit, as that they are bothy?«/, they 
ith fp^aky, they both fan&ify^ they both 
alj they both baptize^ &c. and we arp 
fitjied by then^ both, &c. &c. 8cc. ♦ 
Still the forms of public worfhip were 
ifavourable to the new do<9:rine, for it 
id from tinje immemorial been the cuA 
>m to give glory to the Father only ; but 
)out this time, it is faid, that " Flavianus 
of Antioch, having aflembled a number of 
monks, firft (houted out. Glory to the Fa^ 
ihefy to the Son, and to the Holy Spirit^ but 
that before him, fome had faid glory to 
' the Father through the Son, in the Holy 
^ Spirit, which was the moft cuftomary 

' * AncoraCus, fed. 6S. Opera, vd. 2. p. 71. 73. 

''form; 
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** form ; and others^ Glory to the FatW :M:\!tt 
•« in the Son, and the Holy Spirit */' 

But the new doftrine foon bdre dow^s^s^w: 
the old forms, efpecially by the influeno -«:aH 
of Bafil, and the two Gregories, his cote nH: sl. MX i 
poraries, who exerted themfelves as ftre^-xre 
nuoufly in this bufinefs as Athanafius has ,da( 
ever done with refped: to the divinity o qj 
the Son. Bafil even maintained, that *« r "to 
** deny the divinity of the Holy Spirit, \^ 

** to be guilty of blafphemy againft tB"-^g 
** Holy Spirit \'' In former times \^ ^e 
have feen that many perfons were deem^^rraed 
orthodox who only held the divinity of l:zM^ the 
Son ; but Chryfoftom fays, ** it cannot ^ be 
^^ that he who halts with refpedt to t^ tie 
** Spirit, can walk upright with refped,=^ to 

* Or/ ^IKT/ TOV AVTltiXUAi <p\ctCiAV0Pp ^Kl/lQcf (JLOVA ^a^ 

ffVVAyU^AVTA, ^fUlOV AVctCowtTAlf J^O^A flyetTp/ KM Via Keti 

Ay ltd ^PiVl/.A7t . 7A>V yAf nfffd fltOTK, T»« fAgf, c/^fl^Ct VATf^^l fy 
i;|» ^V ttyia 'TTVlV^ATt, hiytIV ^ KAi TetVrnV f/.AT^OV 71/1^^ SX' 
CUVflffiV ^Ti'TTOhAl^ilV' TK^ </l€", J^O^A <7ffA,7^l IV Via KAl O^'^ia 

*9Vivi^A7U Philoftorgius, lib. 3. fed. 15. p. 496. 

f EjCS/fd cT' AV «J^€«? AV7\i^ 2<p* v^iav ^e§TmAlyLly KAI </'o- 

ft^o^jLAi fisrt'7rot^o7afp o7i ^gTfit/E/?Awfl*ei aot 'wore rttf €€^3^^ 
7AV7Yii cro^iA^i K7tffyLAhiyQV7i 70 ^viufJiA 70 Aytov • *f ^oCa 
7yiv Affvyyco^inov ct/zoipTicty ; M t/ ^o7i otH ^vaaid^ip^^ 
7itTvJ'vvAff^Ai ^\A<r(py>^ity. Horn. 27. Operai vol. i.p.5^5' 
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•* the Son *." The defcription of th^ 
Spirit, as iffuing from the fubftance of the 
Father, from this time very much refem- 
bled the former accounts of the generation 
of the Son from the Father. Thus Cyril 
of Alexandria fays, " The Holy Spirit is 
** the Spirit of the unbegotten God, and 
** comes forth from him, has perfonality 
^* and life, and always exifts, being from 
** that which exifts -f-/' 

At this time the formerly innocent doc- 
trine of the Spirit having been created by 
the Son, or of his being inferior to him, 
was feverely reprobated. Auftin fays, ** he 
•* feiiiembered to have read in fome V5\)rk 
*^ of Eufcbius, that the Spirit did not un- 
*' derftand the myftery of our Saviour's 
•' nativity, and he wondered that a man 

woJ^n^cLi wfi TOY viovm De Spiritu Sandlo, Opera, vol. 6. 

p. 2!9« 

^VTh' *lf^Oloy,'iVVTQ^Cf^OV TS, KUl ^W, Kcil etU OV9 OTi 7\£ 

RT©- €$•/. Contra Julianum, lib. 8. Jaliani Opera, vol. 9. 
p. 275. 

VpL.II. U ''of 



290 T^he Controverjy relating Book II. 

** of his learning (hould fix fuch a blot. on 
•* the Holy Spirit*." 

Auftin had been led into the belief of. 
the divinity of Chrift by the principles of 
Plato, as he exprefsly acknowledged ; but 
he owns that Platonifm was, not very fa-^ 
vourable to the dodtrine of the divinity of 
the Spirit. He fays, ** that he found two 
** principles in Plato, God the Father and 
'* the Son, or the divine mind ; but he 
** found nothing concerning the HolySpi- 
'* rit, and what the Platonifts faid of the 
** third principle he did not underftandf ." 
Indeed, here it is that Platonifm entirely 
fails thofe who wifh fo much to avail them- 

• Memini me in quodum libello Eufebii quomdam 
egregli in rcliquis viri, legifle, quia nee fpiritus fanflusfciat 
myfterium nativitatis domini nofiri Jefu Chrifti, et ad- 
mirer taiitae clocSlrinae virum banc maculam fpiritu fanflo 
inflixifle. Quefliones Mixtae. Opera, vol. 4. p. 865. 

f Quae autem dicat cffc principia tanquam Platonicus, 
novimus. Die it enim Deum patrem et Deum filiuffli 
quern Graece appellat patcrnum intelle<ftum, vol paternam 
mc^ntem : de fpiritu autem fanflo, aut nihil, aut non 
aperte aliquid dicit : quamvis quern aiium dicat horum 
medium, non intelligo, De Civitate Dei, lib. 10. cap. 
23. Opera, vol. 5. p. 577. 

felves 
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srcs of it. For the third principle of 
ito was nothing belonging to the Deity, 
t cither the world, or the foul of the 
rid. *' Plato's third principle," fays 
febius, *' is the foul of the world*." 
d as the world, and the foul, of the 
rid, were fome times confidered as dif- 
*nt principles, the Platonic principles 
fometimes faid to be four. Juftin Mar- 
fays, that ** Plato fometimes faid there 
vere four principles, making the foul of 
he univerfe the fourth, and fometimes 
le held matter to be .created, and again 
be uncreated -f-." Cyril of Alexan- 
1, after mentioning Plato's three prin- 
les, ** God, idea, and matter," fays, 
here is a fourth, which* he calls the foul 
f the world +." 

Preparatio, lib. 11. qap. 19. p. 541. 

w uhtti/ ayewyilov wpols^ov ei^Ymi^y vre^ov yewnlnv oculw eivou >^yEi» 
jraecos, p. 8. 

T^ii$ Se 'ZffacPuv o Ihaiuv ra^ rav OXwv «fX«$ ^iVM XEywv, Seov 
V uXufVy KM siSbf, is^QdiTToefEi Kcu TElafnv, TJV Sri XOi o^s ^vx^ 
ist. Con. Jul. lib. 2. Juliani Opera, vol. 2. p. 48- 

tJ 2 Still, 



292 T^be Controverfy relating ^^^ 

Still, however, the orthodox chriftiana 
were very defirous of making out feme* 
thing of a trinity in the doftrine of Plato ; 
and Juftin Martyr and others imagined 
they faw it fo clearly, that they were con- 
fident it muft have been derived from the 
fcriptures. Thus Clemens Alexandrinus 
imagined, from his conftrudtion of the 
language of Plato, that he had a knowledge 
of the trinity, and that he learned it from 
Mofes, alledging the two paiTages that have 
been already quoted from Plato, viz. that 
concerning the oath in the epiftle to Eraf-^ 
tus, &c. and that concerning the. king of; 
ally in the epiftle to Dionyfius, which may 
be feen in vol. i. p. 334. 350*. But this 
has been fliewn to be a thing very difiFcr- 
cnt from the chriftian trinity. 

xov iTTiTcM tpaiveiai ^cxls^a xj wov, hk oiJ" 07r«j, in t«v 
ypct^av £fJt(paiv(i)v — flr£ xj sttolv citij, 'BTffi tcv *tsoeSiu[y Ba0X^ 



'ssa^la. £ri. HMtsiVH evshsv ra rsavlx * xoixsivo culiov aTofluf MOlkM " 

£|5««a, r\ Tw ayuxv r^iaia ijofitivtcr^ai ' r^ilov fJLBv yap etvou^ T© ayttv 
^vtvfjix * Tov uiov 3f, hJle^ovy 3l a nsccvla tysvilo uala jSs^iyriy T9*asllfOS» . 
Strom, lib, 5. p. 598; 

I The 
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The rcfemblance between the chriftian 
;and the Platonic trinity is very imperfedt, 
as it fails entirely in both the eiSential cir- 
cumftances. For it was never imagined that 
'•he three component members of the Pla- 
"Conic trinity were either equal to each 
other, or ftridly fpeaking one. But then, 
^neither had this been the language of thofe 
-^vho introduced the dodrine of the trinity. 
lor they went little farther than the pro- ' 

j)cr principles of Plato, without pretending 
cither to make a perfedl equality^ or a per- 
fe<9: unity of the three perfons ; and there- 
jfore, they did not maintain that this doc- 
1:rine was fo very myjierious and unintelligible 
as it was afterwards reprefented to be. 

Notwithftanding the doftrine of the ^tri- 
nity feemcd to be completed by means of 
the divinity and perfonality of the Spirit, 
and in fomc refpefts it feemed better guard- 
ed againft attacks, there were flill fome 
aukward circumftances attending it. Thft 
Spirit being a divine perfon as well as the 
Son, and yiet, like the Son, not abfolutel/ 
underivcd, there was fome difficulty in fet* 
tliflg the mode' of his derivation. The 

U 3 term 
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term generation had been already appro- 
priated to the Son, and it had alfo been 
fettled that there covild be only one fon 
produced in that manner, Chrift being dci 
nominated the only begotten Son of God. For* 
tunatcly the Spirit was faid to proceed from 
the Father, or the Son, or from both ; and 
though, in the fcriptures, this meant no* 
thing more than his being y?«/ by the Fa- 
ther, or the Son ; and this being fent was 
only a figurative expreflion, denoting the 
imparting thofe powers which came from 
God, this tern^ proceeding was immediately 
laid hold of, as exprefling the manner of the 
emiflion of the Spirit from the fountain of 
deity, and \yas deemed to be different from 
generation. But then there was great diffi- 
culty in determining in what that difference 
confifted. " The nativity of the Son," 
fays Auftin, ** differs from the procefTion 
** of the Spirit, otherwife they would be 
<' brothers*." 

* Sic enim videbis quid diftet nativitas verbi Dei a pro- 
cefSone doni Dei, propter quod filius u^nigenitus non de 
patre genitum, alioquin fratcr ejus cflct, fed procedere dixit 
fpirituoi fanflum. De Trinitate^ lib. 15. cap. 27, Opera, 
vol. 3. p. 476. 

But 
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But notwithftanding all the ingenuity of 
!hfe orthodox, nothing more than a mere 
rcrbal diftindion could ever be made be- 
;ween a myfterious generation and an equally 
nyfterious procejion. ** What is the dif- 
•* ference/' fays the Macedonian, in the 
lialogue on this fubjeft, afcribcd to Atha- 
lafius, ** between generated ^ni. proceeding.^* 
The orthodox difputant anfwers *^ Do not 
^* inquire into this difference, for it is in- 
'* comprehenlible.* Attend to what is com- 
^^ manded you, and inquire no farther. You 
** are commanded to believe that the Son 
^* is begotten, and that the Spirit proceeded. 
*' All other things, as the heaven, the 
" earth, the fea, and things rational, and 
'* irrational, are creatures*." 

It was generally thought, however, that 
there was fomething more intelligible in the 

* Kof Tif u i^^apo^ot rng ysvwKnu; x} m^ eKTro^suffEa; j OP0, 
Tr» ^cfffo^aa /mi *8f£fiEpyaiii • » ya^ HalaXn'jr\ oM a 'srgoinlayyi 
roiy ravlx Sbuw, j^ ftsBfoilefa nilav fjon i^slaie* JJ^ocrelayYt 3k aoi 
n tnrtveiv^ oft o viog yewdlMy ?^ to misufia vmo^vdou, Ta Je 
c^;tfs tsaSiet^ nfcao^^ yvi ^oCNsvrca^ j^ra ev aJlotg T^ikx x) a^joya, 
Qtfffiala em, xcS tvbxnv kuIh t8 3e8 nlij^evld* Opera, vol. 2# 
?.276. 

U 4 dodtrinc 
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docSrine of generation than in that of pro^ 
eejjion. For Bafil fays, ** The Son is pro- 
** duced from the Father by generatioD, 
'* but the Spirit in an ineffable manner*," 
There is an air of ftill greater modefty in 
* what Gr. Nazianzen fays on the fubjcft* 
*' It is peculiar," fays he, *5 to the Father 
** to be unbegotten, to the Son to be be- 
** gotten, and to the Holy Spirit to pro- 
** ceed. If you inquire the manner 'mh^, 
" fhould you not leave it to themfelves, 
*' who have declared that they only know 
V* each other, and to thofe of us who may 
** be illuminated about it hereafter -f/' 

Auftin fays that the Holy Spirit, being, 
the Spirit of both the Father and the Son, pro- 
ceeds from them both ; and this he makes 
to be the diiFerence between the generation 
of the Son, and the proceflion of the Spirit. 
^ It is peculiar," he fays, ** to the fon of 

A;^' /-tev wof , £x Ta 'ZB'aV^o^ y£wij7aj( • to 5k 's:vf(/f(a, ofpfe 
Of T« ^fs. Horn. 27. Opera, vol. 1 . p. 526. 

yivoJTXEiv cO^^Ka^ jL) yivaoncza^cu vtt a}\M>MV fAofu^ofisvoii^ ^,^¥^ 
rot; vuL^ev i}^M/jiff%(7o/jf£wi^ vr^^v* Or. 23. Opera, p. 42a* 

♦* man 
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^ man to proceed from two," meaning of 
iffcrent fexes. *' Far be this from the Son 

* of God, &c;*" 

C^'ril of Alexandria feems to think that 
le had fome idea of the. nature of the pro- 
reflion of the Spirit from the fubftance of 
5od, when he fays, that *' Chrift breathed 

* upon his dif<;iples, to fhew that the 
^* Holy jSpirit proceeds from the divine fub- 

* ftance, as the breath of man proceeds from 

^* him^f-/* 

There was likewife another difficulty 
with refpedt to the Holy Spirit being faid 
to htfent by the Son, from which fome con- 

♦ Qusero quid diftat inter nativitatem filii et proceC- 
fionem fpiritiis fanfli ? Filius autem folius eft patris,^ non 
fpiritus fanfti. Amborum inquam fpiritus, id eft patris 
et filii. Quod fi fpiritus, fanftus filius efle diccretur, nul-. 
lus autem filius eft nifi duorum, patris et matris, quod abfit 
ut fit (Rter deum patrem et fiHum tale quid fiifpicemur, 
quia ncc filius hcminis fimul ex patre procedit et ex ma* 
trc, Queftiones, 65. Opera, vol. 4. p. 679. 

f Sed quemadmodum unufqurfque. noftrum, proprhim 
in fcipfo fpiritum continet, et ab intimis vifceribus ad ex- 
teriora profundit : propterea corporaliter Chriftus fuflSavit: 
oftcndens hoc figno, quia quemadmodum ab ore humana 
corporaliter humanus fpiritus procedit, fie ex divina fiib- 
ftantia deitati ccuogruenter fpiritus, qui ab ea eft, profundi- 
tur. In Joan lib. g. p. 936. 

cjuded 
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eluded that, in his origin, he iflued from 
the Son as well as from the Father; and 
this dodtrine prevailed in ttie Latin church; 
whereas the Greeks held that the Spirit 
proceeded from the Father only. To the 
objedlion that if the Spirit be God, the Fa- 
ther has two Sons, Epiphanius replies, that 
*' the Spirit proceedeth both from the Fa- 
*' ther and the Son*." Damafcenus fays, 
that " the Spirit proceedeth from the Fa- 
*' ther, and refts in the Sonf ." But Bafil 
feems to have considered the Spirit as de- 
riving his being from the Son only. For 
he fays, *' As the Son is the logos of the 
" Father, fo the Spirit is the word [f»j/«»]of 
** the Son. For it is faid that he,'' mean- 
ing the Son, ** fupporteth all things by the 
'^ word of his power J." The ancients 
are faid by M. Caleca to have believed that 

^ To 3e o^iov ^srvzufj^ ro 'sjop aij^^j^ols^uv. Ancoratus, fe£l. 7 It 
Opera, vol. 2. p. 75# 

t Eodam modo etiam in fpiritum fanftum credimus, 

qui dominus eft, ct vivificat, qui ex patre proccdit, et in 
filio conquiefcit. Orthod. Fid. lib. i. cap. 10. Openii 
p. 268. 

7^f •» ^yio'i^ '^^ 'sja^jla TO) ^{jLoii T>jf 5Vyfl5ft£Wf auk. Ad Eunom* 
lib. 5. Opera, vol. i« p. 787, 

^^the 
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'* the Holy Spirit proceeded from the Fa- 
^* ther through the Son*." So miferably dp 
pien bewilder themfelves, when they leave 
the path of fimple truth, abandoning rea- 
fon, to follow mere imagination. 



SECTION IIL 

Of the proper Office of the Spirit with rcJpeSi 
to the Offices of the Father and the Son. 

SPHERE being now three divine perfons 
inftead of one^ there was a farther diffi- 
culty in adjufting their feveral provinces, 
for each divine perfon muft have an em- 
ployment fuited to his charadter. This 
arrangement being left to men, who can 
feldom agree, a confiderable difference of 
opinion unavoidably arofe in this cafe. 
However, after much difcuffion, it was at 

* Ka ill TO 'zrvev/ia to ayioy £k t« 'mcS^o^ ^la T8 via vtfKo^tmff^ou, 

bcfis Auiluarium, vol. 2. p. 2f 6. 

length 
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length fettled, at leaft for a long time, that 
all the three divine pcffons aded jointly in 
every operation in wrhich any of them was 
concerned. But before it was determinedin 
this manner, divines were much employed 
in fettling the proper department of the 
Holy Spirit, after having agreed before, 
that the Son was the maker of all things 
under the Father. 

For fome time it was generally thought 
that the Father was the only prime caufe^ 
iht fountain of deity ^ the Son his immediate 
agent in the creation, and that the Spirit 
was the farSi'ifier^ or the perfcSer of every 
thing. '* There are three," fays Bafil, "the 
** Father ordaining, the Son executing, and 
*' the Spirit perfedting*." '' The Father," 
fays M. Caleca, ** is diftinguifhed as the 
*' primary caufe, the Son as the creator, and 
*' and the Spirit as the perfedter -f-." 

* Tcwt Ton-L-; i'Oft;, tov z^poraffaofla xvoiov^ rov ^t^ua^ysfta >07Sff 
Toy rfffW'jt TO 'KVivfjuz to aeywuf, De Sp, S. cap. 1 6. Opera, 
vol. 2. p- 325. 

f Aiix T«7a;v Ttiv 'srpoxcSccfucnv aulixv aiVirlofjLsi'o; tzv vcSspa •' tw 
?>:/^s^7yw,Tcy wcv • tuv Tshsuclucnv^ to laveviia to er/tavw Ccmbefis 
Auctuarium, vol. 2. p. 209. 

It 
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It appears moll clearly from Eufebius, 
that to fanSiify and to perfeSl meant the fame 
thing. In the interpretation of Pf xxxiii. 6» 
By ibe word of the Lord were the heavens 
fttade, ^and all the hojl of them by the breath, of 
his mouthi he fays, ^' By thcfe we are to 
** underftand our Saviour, and the Holy 
** Spirit, for both co-operated in the crea- 
^* tion of the heavens and their hoft — For 
*' nothing is fandlified without the pre- 
'* fence of the Spirit. The word^ being the 
'* demiurgusy introduced the angels into be- 
" ing, but the Holy Spirit gave ihtlvfan^i^ 
^^fication^ for the angels were not created 
** infants*.'* 

But though it had been fettled by moft 
of the Fathers, that the logos, .or the Son, 
was the medium of all the divine commu-- 
nications of God to man in the Old Tefta- 

^ hct voffin auhfi^ ;^ to ayiov aula 'Svsi^jm . a/jufolsfa Sk awn^yvicref 
p m iSiffst Tw oufavuv jy rav £v aylctg ^uva/xsosv * iia niio a^i^cu * 
70 ptf7» xt/fiH 01 H^avot ire^sa^ntrocv i^ to 'm^v^uLii th rofiaro^ aiJbt 
maifa n Sia/o^ oJW . ^iSkv yof cpyiob^elca afjo/i rn ^apscna tb weu/xa- 
rog . alys^m yw tw (Jtsv 2ig to mcu 'srapoSbv, o hifjua^og Xoyog o 
voiifrng T«y o>m 'cratfsi^ETo * rev otytofffMiy is ou/roig to tsnufia to^ 
m^m avn'^^E^ev * 8 y^ vmioi icrt(r^iyTBg oi oTyiXoi, Monfaucon's 
ColIe£Uo, vol. I. p. 124. 

ment. 
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nient, it was now generally thought proper 
to take from him the province of infpiring 
the prophets, and to leave to him only the 
vifible appearances to Abraham, Mofes, and 
others. Irenaeus fays it was the Spirit of 
God that fpake by the prophets and the 
apoftles *. Ambrofe fays, ** it was the 
*' fame fpirit by which Mofes and Aaroil 
*' performed miracles in Egypt, and who 
** fpake by Mofes, the partriarchs, pro- 
*' phets, and apoftles f /' *« The Spirit," 
fays Cyril of Jernfalem, *^ operates in the 
'* law and the prophets J, 

* Unus enim et idem fpiritus Dei, qui in prophetis qui- 
dem praeconavit, quis et quails cflet adventus domini, in fc- 
nioribus autem interpretatus eft bene quae bene prophetata 
fuerant ; ipfe et in apoflolis annunciavit, plenitudinem 
temporum adoptionis venifle, et proximaffe regnum coe- 
lorum, et inhabitare intra homines credentes in cum, 
qui ex virglne natus eft Emmanuel. Lib, 3. cap. 25. 
p. 256. 

t Ifte eft, in quo Moyfes et Aaron coram Pharaone regc 
^gypti figna fecerunt, et de quo magi dixerunt : Hie 
digitus Dei eft. Tfte eft, qui in Moyfe et in omnibus fane- 
tis patriarchis et prophetis atque apoftolis locutus eft. In 
Symbol, cap. 6. Opera, vol. 4. p. 91. 

J To H' voiw -^ '57^o9>?T«i5 £vs^yr,(rav. Cat. 4. Opera, p. 55. 

Hippolytus 
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Hippolytus fays that ** the Fathers were 
*' infpired by the Spirit, and alfo honoured 
•* by the logos itfelf, being united to them 
*' as an inftrument, having the logos always 
•* in them, as a pleSirum, by which being 
** moved, the prophets declared whatever 
« Godchofe^." 

With refped: to the Father and the Son, 
perfonally confidered, it does not appear that 
any particular province^ or agency, was 
afligne4 to the Spirit, except the mere 
proceeding from one or both of them, till 
Synefius called him the ** center of the Fa- 
". ther and the Son f ;'' and M. Vidorinus 
called him " the copula of the Father and 
** the Son J.'" But what they meant by 
thefe expreffions is beft known to them- 
felves. 

cv eofJTois ait rov >Joyov a^ isr^wTfov, 3i a xivufAiyoi a7rviyt»^v rccvla^ 
tanf uSe^cv o.Sfoj, oi ^s^fo^yjlM. De Antichrifto, Opera, p. 5. 
f Xaifoig ioM^oon®' nssvoia 

KevTfov Ho^H i^ 'aalfof. Hymn 5. Opera, p. 342 
J Adefto fanfte fpiritus, patris et filii copula, 
Tu cum quiefcis pater es, cum procedis filius^ 
In unum qui cunfta neftis, tu es fpjritus fancSus. Dc 
Trinitate Hymnus. Bib. Pat. vol. 5. p. 360. 

It 
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It was necefTary, however, that the S 
rit ftiould be no cypher in the fyftem ; sr 
that, being a fcrfon^ he Ihould have 
power of voluntary aftion. Accordinj 
it is obferved by Bafil, that, ** though /^ 
** Spirit htfenty according to the ceconocrzj!^ 
*' he was no fervant, but adted voluntarily ^ *» 

Creation is generally afcribed to the Son; 
but Bafil maintains, that ** becaufe it is 
" faid, by the word of the Lord were tbc 
** heavens made, and all the hoft of thetn 
" by the breath of his mouth, all things 
" were created equally by the Son and the 
** Spirit -f-."- In another place he adds -a 
farther argument from Pf. cxix. 73. Thy 
hands have made me and fafljioned me. He 
alfo fays, that the fupcrnatural body of 
Chrift was the work of the Spirit J. 

Opera, vol. i. p. 432. 

•f- Ettbi ay hoy©- fji£v xv^us o a-arvi^^ 3^ ^mfSUfAx m rofjiaTOf aurk. 
TO ayiov 'srvey/xa, afjupors^a. ?£ auvepyncrt rn k-sktei ruv ^^atvuvy t^ ru¥ 
£v cwloig iuviXfjLmv, ^ia tuto BifnTou ra Xoyu HvptH oi a^cofcov frf^fw- 
^>j^av, JO rco *mtVfAaTt ra rofxxrog airm tcacra >i iwaya; ocvtuv* In 
Pf. 32. Opera, vol. I, p. 175. 

% Ori inywacr/ov to '*sivzvyut — Oi y^avot ^iywuvIm JbSov 9««, votn^ 
Cat h ;^fif rav at/la ocfa!yi>:Mi to n^^ua . ic^ rj % « • <) Ta t^ia 
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f * That the Holy Spirit can create, is cvi- 
^* dent," fays Athanafius, or one who bor- 
rows his name, ^^ from fhe body of our 
^ Lord ; the angel faying, ^hat holy thing 
^^ which (hall be born of thee is of the Holy 
^* Spirit?^.-' ?* When the logos came into 
** the virgin, the Holy Spirit accompanied 
■* him, and the logos, \^y the Spirit, formfcd 
'* to himfelf a body +•'* To this making by 
lie Holy Spirit, the Arians having objedled 
hat Chrif): muft be the Son of the Spirit, 
he. orthodox fpeaker in the dialogue above 
lentioned admits, that ^* Jefus was prOf 
duced by the Holy Spirit; but he f^ys, it 
is a makings not ^ generating "^.'^ 
That the Spirit might be employed by 
le Father as \yell as the Son, was proved 

^ X^ifow in iijiy oi a^avoi — eu x^S^^ ^^ tTty^ao'cxv /jls^ t^ rjtoivfi'oaf 
— n Twvw TO mi^wxTiMOV caija. xp^ra £« tmvfjuxloq mv ay«. 
dv. Eunomium, lib. 5 Opera, vol. 3. p. 778. 

* Oh ii ii/ycScu kiiaou to 'isv£UfA» to ayiovy f Se^x^ ^ '^ xupioKH 
»A*a?05, T8 cjysxs eifWiolog • to yap ev ovIyi yswn^iv tK ^stysvfjLal^; 
^ ayiH. Con. Mac. Dial. I. Opera, vol. 2. p. lyj^. 

+ Ouliog J^ Bm Tw oywfv trof^ewv fAopiav smirifisvlog th XoyMj 
y^X^ TO 'ssvwiia . j^ ^oyof ev t« isveufjuzlij^ sTrXoths xj ripfjLoisy 
«i3i TO ffc^fia. Ad Serapion, Opera, vol. i. p. 207.. 

X H ysve<rt$ Bivey^ hx^ 1 ysnnTi^, Dial. 3. Athanafii, Opera, 
^ol. 2. p. 233. 

Vpt, lU X by 
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by things being iaid to be done by the fin- 
ger of God. For the finger of God, they 
faid^ means the Spirit ; as when Chrift faid, 
If I f>y tie finger of God cafi out demons. 
The two tables of ftone, therefore, being 
faid to be written by the finger of God, 
were thought to be engraved by the Spirit. 
This was the opinion of Ambrofe, who 
proves it by fhewing, that what is called 
the Spirit of God in one evangelifti is 
called the finger of God in another*. 

The Spirit is generally ftiled the vkijur^ 
as if Chrifl made only the outward forms of 

♦ Legem quoque ipfam per fpiritum* fanSum datam 
accepimus et fcriptam. Dicit cnim Moyfes : et dcdit do- 
minus duas tabiflas lapideas digico Dei fcriptas. Digitum 
autem Dei fpiritum fanftum dici, evangelia manifcftant. 
Cum enim dominus daemonem ejeciflet, et accufaretur a 
Judaets, quod in Beelzebub principe daemoniorum, dsemo- 
nia expelleret : fecundum Lucam quidem refpondiffe per- 
hibetur, quod fi ego in digito Dei expcllo daeroonia ; fe- 
cundum Matthseum vero, fi autem ego in fpiritu Dei cjiao 
daeinoncs. Unde manifeftum eft fpiritum digitum IK 
dici. De Sp. Opera, vol. 5. p. 523. 

Ifte eft in quo Moyfes et Aaron coram Pharaow 
rcge iEgypti figna fecerunt, et de quo magi dixerunt: wc 
digitus Dei eft. Ifte eft, qui in Moy fe et in omnibus 60c- 
tis patriarchis et prophetis et apoftolis locutus eft. ^ 
Symb. Opera, vol. 4. p. 91. 

things 
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things, whereas to give them life and motion 
was the province of the Spirit. This is 
faid to have been exprefled by the Spirit 
moving upon the face of the waters. But on 
this fubjea a ray of good fenfe beams upon 
us in Theodorct, who fays, that ** this Spi- 
** rit means the wind*/' He feems, how- 
ever, to have been Angular in this opinion. 

The vivifying even the body of Chrift 
was thought by ^afil to be the office of the 
Holy Spirit -f-. And Cyril of Jerufalem 
fays, that " the Holy Spirit was imparted 
" to the humanity of Chrift at his bap- 
" tifm+.''. To this it might be faid, that 
the proper divinity belonging to Chrift 

* Tw* Jwfii TO 'Kccvcxym 'meufix f woyovsv twv uSurm mv ^t^iv, 
a^ iixYpa/pcfv mv m Pa7rli(Tfialo; x^p^^ • a>a&Er£pov fisvroi sxsivov wfAM 
Toy TkOTOv, oil TO 'ovsufix svlav^ct rev M^a xa^^i . £i7rav x^^ olt tov 
apvov jcj Twyw cTOf>io"e, y) twv v^aluv^ia Tng aQucraa fMimj^ei^j avoT" 
uoLM^ i^ TH aspog e/wnaS^, f* Tnj ts vocilog vTn^acniag fji^xp^ t8 spays 
imto^o^ • oBpci yap 0v<Tig^ to to:; hcHu) Ket(Asvoig ETri^s^ea^au ^v^jLcto'i' 
In Gen. Opera, vol. i. p. 8. 

•)• To Jc *fsvtviJLct ayiaiov tyiv fSmy^ ^ ^«07roi«y, )^ Xp^^M^ 

s^ nfuv oy, uSii 3s x) €v auk ts hv^ih o-scfja, Horn. jy. Opera, 
vol. I. p. 439* 

X ESj^t yap, A); E^nTniravlo ring rag aTratpxfltgj »^ ret vpolsict t« 
flpym wey/jieSog ruv pa'^rli^oixmsv t» ea&f0)7roli!li th ffaSlyipog vapoffx^^v^ 
TH mv roiaulnv ^ihflog xop/v. Cat. 1 7. Opsra> p« 244. 

X 2 himfelf 
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himfelf might have fufficed. But Chry-. 
foftom fays, '* When God, the logos, took 
** flefh of us, he fafhioned Jt according to 
" the form of man, or one of the prophets, 
*' or as one of the apoftles ; receiving the 
*• Holy Spirit ; not that the divinity oj 
** the Son was not fufficicnt, but that th( 
** perfedl knowledge of the trinity raighl 
" be fhewn in that creation/' i. e. the fleffcr-^ 
ofChrift*. 

Auftin doubted whether it was right ti 
call the Holy i^pirit the gooclnefs of the Fa 
thcr, and of the Son ; but he had lefs fcri 
pie to fay that he was the funSlity of thec=-u 
both -f. This, however, could not refpc- 




kolIx tcv cxv^fOiTrmv tutiov^ tog eva ruv 'sr^f/^>)7a;v, r) eog sya ravavc^s-O' 
hm, ozxfliJLSWiv "SJvevfMi ayiov . tiirov 'SJooXa^cov^ ax ag fj,yi apkuffr.^ tti; 
^eolfjc; T8 vm^ cOO^ iva £yl£>\Y,g tr,; TpiaSc; rj yi'ua-ig fv ra myxuTfAsk 

*riilu Oiix^. De Sp. S. Opera, vol. 6, p. 2x3. 

f Utrum autem boni patris, et boni filii, fpiritus fanc- 
tus, quia communis ambobus eft, recVe bonitas dici potc/f 
amborum, non audco tcmcrariam praecipitarc fententiamj 
veruntamen an^bobus eum dictxc fanSlilatem facilius aufus 
fuero, non amborum quafi qualitatem, fpd ipfum quoque 
fubflantiam, et tertiam in trinitate perfonam. DeCivi- 
tatc Dei, lib. 11. cap. 23. Opera, vol. 5. p. 639. 

the 
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ic humanity of Chrift, becaufe the Father 
ad no hurtian hatufe* This might be 
>nftrued to imply, that he thought the 
Dirit to be a property only, ahd not a per-^ 
n^ if he had not been well known to hold 
le Holy Spirit to be the third perfon in 
ie trinity* 

Still more has the kngUage of Cyril of 

lexandria the appearance of his fuppofing 

lat the Holy Spirit was only a property, or 

>me divine grace, when he fays, *^ The 

peizce which our Lord gave his difciples 

was' the Holy Spirit*." With equal 
^propriety Gregory Nyflen fays, that '* the 
' glory which Chrift had with the Father 

before the world was^ meant the Holy 

Spirit. For then/' he fays, ^« nothing 
' exifted but the Father, the Son, and the 

Spirit 5 and that perfons fo diftindt could 
' not be united, but by the participation 

of the fame Spirit f /' This, if It had 

♦ Pax ergo quae principatus-— — excedit, Chrifti fpiri* 

13 eft, in quo Deo patri univerfa iilius reconciliavit^ 

I John. lib. i£). cap. 7. Opera, vol. i. p. 936. 

"^ Ao|dv yap sflcaAa T^ivf aulov oifjm to ^mBu/jut ro ayicf»^ o eSoh 

^ r»ifjLa^cuc iia th vpo^fv^YHAoloi • « Tap srw eP^^iug svudnvM 

I Cor. xY, .28^ Opera, voU i. p. 849* 

X| not 
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not been equally dark itfelf, might have 
thrown fome light on the Spirit being 
called the copula of the Father and the Son^ 
quoted above. 

This uncertain diftribution of offices not 
giving fatisfadtion to Ambrofe and Auftin, ^ 
it was determined by them, that all th 
three perfons in the trinity always 
jointly in all their refpeiftivc operations.. ^ 
Indeed, Eufebius had faid that ** the Fa-^ j 
** ther> Son, and Spirit, are all principles = 
[apxai) *." Alfo, that they were each cap- 
able of the funftions of the others had bee 
allowed ; but it had been faid that the^ -j 
cio/e to confine themfelves to certain opera — ^- 
tions. *' Chrift," fays Cyril of Jerufalen:ic=i, 
*' made angels and archangels, thrones an d 
*^ dominions; not that the Father wantc^d 
** a creative power, but that he chofe th^at 
** the Son (hould reign over the works ^of 
*' his own hands, ahd gave him the goverKr^- 
" ment of the things which he had made+- •*' 

M8) }^ ayia ^miuytak^^ £v af%*ij Xoyw jxilwi, Prxparatio, lib. JL 
cap. 19. p« 541. 

MVfiol^ctf^ Hav ^povH^k i;;c 9I1 vahif fihvu mtft tv taw jftumf^v- 

fdfiHuf 
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^* The Father/* fays Bafil, *• had no need of 
^' the Son, though he operated by him ; 
*' but he chofe to do fo ; nor does the Son 
^* want affiftance, when he operates like the 
^' Father 5 but he chofe to. perfeA every 
** thing by the Spirit*." *' As the Fa- 
*' ther/' fays Theodoret, *' could havei 
** created without the Son, but did it not, 
*' to fhew the identity of his nature i fo the 
*' Son could have fanftified man with- 
•<.out the Spirit, but did it with the Spirit, 
*' that what was done might be the work 
** of the Father, Son, and Spirit +/' 

As if an equal capacity for every., thing 
had not been a fufficient argujnent of etfutd 

/loZftV aukfyiav • cO^ oh fiouro^ufsn rm vm m!k mEVOwi/JOvuaf rov vut 
>Ai^j}&if, aiHo^ afi^^ vocftxfi^ tav mloffxiyoioyLiEmf uif vfvrymrof 
Cat. II. Opera, p. 146. 

* Oi3l» yof oat nk vahfig Vfoaievjian viw^ fiofa ta) Sc^eiv Sn- 
IPOfyftw, e^ oiJLo; ^eXei ac; mtpuxB ha ma, &r\ae9 vtof ^k^iot^ 
9^3bi9£<9, naS o/4otoMa m 'aal^og tnfyw • a30^ J^ o viag S^Mi 
^ Tnftms ita t« rnnv/JuSof v^^eiw. De Sp. 8. cap. l6. Operli, 
toL z. p. 325. 

f thnpip mkp, hmfjxH®' tSto'M Toy oi^ffl^ror, pi/7jv ts pm 

nirtff^ cfyw ^Bia^®-, 4^«uf, 1^ atfm 'mvf¥99^0 . Dial. Adv. 
M;iccdoniart» Opera, vol. 5. p. 343. 

X 4 power^ 



^ 
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power^ the three perfons were reprefehte(l 
as all a£i:ually bearing a part in every opera- 
tion. A treatife afcribed to Athanafiii^ is 
the firft in which I have found this ienti« 
metity as applied to the body of Chrift^ 
^* How,*' fays the Macedonian, " does So- 
** lomon fay wifdom has builded berfeff a 
^^.Boufe.'* Orthodox* '' Becaufe all the works ^ 

*' of the Father are alfo thofe of the Son^ ^ 

*^ and of the Spirit ; and, therefore, it is ^ 

" fometimes faid to be the Father's, foine- «^ 
^* times the Son's^ and fometimes the Holy ^^ 

** Sbirit's */' 

But it is in Ambrofe, as I have obferved^ ^^^ 
that this fyftem of joint operation appears ^ « 
ihbft complete. ** The holy and undi- 
** vided trinity/' he fays, ** never does any 
^^ thing feparateiy/' He inftances in thei^.e 
^' incarnation, the voice from heaven, at^-tt 
k' the baptifmof Chrift,&c.f " •< What one^ ^e 



* rift); tmiv b DdXo/uAiV; H to^ia UKoSofincrev eaulvi outhv; OP9;». 
Tab yof ertv Xryw, olt *Eocyla ra tpya t« 'ara7fOf, n^ t« vta^ jb} Ti&"jS 
i»y« *svsv/jux}®- tri , jy Jia rslo fails rs mdl^ hsyeleu^ mok 7»r- ^rnf 
M^ ^0% Ts oiryUi wfevfAoK^: Opera,, vol. 2. p. ^33. 

t Quia fan£la et infeparabilis trinitas numquam aJiqiii^»> ^d 
bxti-a fe IVigiUatim operari noverit In Symb* Qpmmsm^ 
vol 4. p. 93. .^'v 
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«* fpeaks, they all fpcak ; for there is one 
^* voice of the trinity*.". " The Father^ 
** Son, and Spirit, created the body of 
« Chrift ; the Father, becaufe it is faid 
" God fint his Son made of a woman ; the 
•* Son becaufe it is faid wifdom has builded 
*' her a houfe ; and the Spirit becaufe Mary 
*< was with child by the Spirit \.'' He 
reprefents all the perfons as prefent at 
the baptifm of Jefus, *' the Spirit under a 
*' corporeal fornii and the Father, becaufe 
** he could not be feen, was heard J." 

Auftin, who generally followed the fieps 
of his mafter Ambrofe in other things^ did. 

* Q^od unus loquitur, tres loquuntur, quia vox una 
ieft trinitatis. In Luc. lib. lo. Opera, vol. 2. p. 263; 

f £t etinim (Icut leginius quia creavit pater dominicae 
incarnationis facrament'um, creavit et fpiritus: ita etiam 
legimus quod etipfeChriilus fuiim corpus creavit. Creavit 
ehiai pater^ fecuhdum quod fcriptum eft: dominus creavit 
xne-'^-et alibi : mifit Deus nlium ftium fa<Sum ex muliere 
ifa£tum fub lege. Creavit et fpiritus illud bmne myfteriunii 
fecunaum quod legimus ; quia inventa eft Maria in utero 
habeas ex Ipiritu fanfh^, £)e Sp. S. lib. 2. cap. 8^ Opera^ 
Vol. 4. p. I41: 

X Videmus ipiritum, fed fpecie corporali : videamus et 
i>atrfem; fed qui videre non poflumus, audiamus. In 
fcuc, cab. 3! Opera^ Vol. 2. p. 4t; 

it 
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it in this. He fays, in general, that *• in 
•* whatever the trinity adts, it operates in- 
** feparably, bccaufe there is one operation 
•' of the trinity, as it is one fubftance, 
" cffence, and will*." *' The whole tri- 
«* nity/' he fays, ** reconciled us to itfelf, as 
•* the whole trinity made the word fle/h-f-." 
He fays that ^* the appearances of God in j 

*• the Old Teftament, might be of God J 

•' in general, or of the whole trinity, or of 
** the Father, Son, or Spirit, according t4 
" the circumftances of the paiTage J.*' *' The 
" voice from heaven,. / have glorified it, and 
** will glorify it again ^ was from the whole 




• Quicqutd operatur trirtitas fanfta infeparabiliter haec :z>:< 
eadem operatur, quia una eft trinitatis operatioficut una eft :9^^ 
fubftantia eflentia et voluntas. Queftiunculae ex libris de ^> Je 
Trinitate, Opera, vol. 3. p. 1038. 

f Trinitas enim nos fibi reconciliavit, per hoc quod fo- — ^> 
lum verbum carnem ipfa trinitas fecit. De Fid. cap. 2* '— - 1^« 
Opera, vol. 3. p. 217. 

X Tarn enim quaefitum atque tra£tatum eft, in illis and- J- 

duis corporibus formis et vifis, non tantummodo patrem, «- -^t 
nee tantumodo filium, nee tantummodo fpiritum fanSum .^r^ 
apparuiffe fed aut indifferentcr dominum deum qui trinitas*^^ -« 
ipfa intelligitur aut quamlibet ex trinitate perfonam, quani ^ ' 
kftionis textus indiciis circumftantibus fignificaret. D (J J 
Trinitate, lib. 3. cap i. Opera, vol. 3- p. 281. 

*' trinity/"^ j 
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" trinity*/* He fays that he was the^firA 
who taught that doditriilc. 

Thi? dodlrine of the joint operation of 
all the perfons in the trinity, though mod: 
confpicuous in Ambrofe and Auftin, is not 
peculiar to them. It appears in Epiphariiiis 
stnd Bafil. •' All works/' fays the formei-, 
** are the joint produdlion of the Father, 
•* Son, and Spirit -f-." *• In every opera- 
*♦ tion," fays Bafii, " the Holy Spirit cJo- 
♦* operates with the Father and the Son $/* 
We find the fame in Theophylad:, who 

* Omnes quos legere potui qui ante me fcripferunt de trini- 

tate, qua eft Dcus, divinorum librorum veterum et novorum . 

catholic! tra£tatores, hoc intenderunt fecundum rcripturas 

docere, quod pater et filius et fpiritus fandus, unius ejuf- 

demquefubftantise infeparabilixqualitatedivinum infinuent 

unitatem. — Neceandem trinit^em dixifle de caelo : Tu es 

iilius meus: five cum baptizatus eft a Johanne, five in 

montem quum cum illo erant tres difcipuli : aut quern 

fonuit vox, dicens: et clarificavi et iterum clarificabo : 

fed tantummodo patrisvocem furflead filium faAumquam* 

vis pater et filius et fpiritus fandhis, ficut infeparabiles 

funt. Ibid. lib. i. cap. 4. p. 242* 

+' IW?A ya^ ra tfya oaa env, apta w 'Zbto^, i^ uih j^ aytu 
wnvfial®- yeyrnlat, Hacr. 71. Opera, vol. 1. p. 832. 

X OiSu is av TO cuva^s; 9^ aSicupHov itala woaroBt evEpyeiaif a9f^ 
md^^ ^ wi ru ayttt rnnutJuOo^ iiioi^oig. De Sp. S. cap. 16* 
Opera, vol. 2. p. 324- 

fays, 



3i6 ^be Controverfy relating 6odK IL 

fays, " Where there is one perfon of the 
** holy trinity, there are all*." 

Idacius Clarus fhews at large, that '* all the 
" attributes of the Father, Son, and Spiritj 
** are common ; as thofe of God, Lord, holy^ 
'* prince^ king^ jiidge> true^ juft, ftrong^ 
** They are all judges, they all operate, they 
*• are all lofty. They have in common, the 
** appellations of fire, lights good, greats 
" virtue, fountain, river, &c/' and thus he 
proceeds to neaf an hundred inftances f* 

Cyril of Alexandria proves this doftrine 
from our Saviour's faying that 6e could do 
nothing without the Father ; meaning, he- 
fays, that *' he was confubftantial with 
** him ; having equal power, the fame will, 
«* and the fame co-operation:};/' 

♦ Ev^fls yap fjua vttotckji; ttjj ayioi^ r^is^ogy exu ^ at honraiM 
In Rom. cap 8. Opera, vol. 2. p. 75. 

+ Bib. Pat. vol. 5. p. 4-1 9. 

X Non potcll enim filius facere a feipfo quid,' nifi acci- 
^iat pofle a jpatre; Quoniam autem aequalis operis et ro- 
boris fe effe novit, oftendit quod unam ac eandem habeat 
cum ipfo patre fubftantiam, et ipfe adoptat per fe ad faci* 
enda, una Volitiotie ad quodlibet fimul vadens cum genU 
tore,, et ad idem opes confilium in omnibus, communibus 
iquibufdam divinitatls legibus, fimul conccdcnsk De Tri« 
mitate, lib. 6v Opera, vol. 2. p. 464% 

SEC- 
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SECTION IV, 

Gf the Arguments for the "Divinity of the 

Holy Spirit. 

^ I > H E reafoning of the Fathers concern- 
ing the divinity of the Holy Spirit lies 
i a a much fmaller compafs than that con- 
ci^eming the divinity of the Son. Oneprin- 
c-ipal reafon of this is, that fo little men- 
Xiyon is made of the Holy Spirit in the 
Scriptures, and ftill lefs that can poflibly 
fce conftrued into an evidence of his being 
^L divine perfon. This is a circumftance 
^hat ipould not efcape notice, and which re- 
quired to be accounted for by the orthoV 
^ox. Among others, Epiphanius has ad-?* 
\raaced a reafon v^hich is curious enough. 
Ht goes upon the idea of the Holy Spirit 
being that perfon of the three which im- 
xnediately dictated the fcriptures. He fays, 
jthat " the Holy Spirit fays little concern- 
f* ing himfelf, ttjat he might not commend 
^* himfelf J the fcriptures being written to 
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*« give us examples*." I imagine, how- 
ever, that the good Father would not have 
been forry if the Holy Spirit had been lefs 
obfervant of this punctilio; as it* would 
hfive made the defence of their favourite 
doftrine of the trinity much eafier than, 
in the prefent ftate of things, they found it 
to be. For it was conftantly obferved by 
their adverfaries, that the Holy Spirit is 
never once called God in all the New Tef- 
lament. 

Antiquity, alfo, and the eftabliflied forms 
of public worfhip, were, in that age, ftrong* 
ly urged againft the novel dodrine of the 
divinity of the Spirit. Bafil particularly 
complains of his having been prefled by this 
argument, though he endeavours to defend 
himfelf, faying, that the authority of Gre- 
gory Theumaturgus, his predeceffor in the 
fee of Neocsefarea, and whofe memory was 
almof]: idolized in that country, was not 
againft him, as his adverfaries pretended. 

2(nyE/7at; sx i^ti to ^avtviia cojlocrurcSov aulo yevta^ai eaJlit. asi ya» 
p^hOftlUcu u Scia y^ot^ woypaiAfjLO^ vifjuv yryr^dcw, Har. 53. 

Opera, vol I* p. 475* 4^5* 

2 He 
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He likewife urges the authority of Firmi- 
lian *. But of this the people muft have 
been as good judges as the biihop. 

We have happily preferved to us the 
eftablifhed forms of prayer and benedidtion 
in the writings of Juftin Martyr, who, ift 
his account of the adminiftration of the 
Lord's fupper, fays, that the miniftcr ** of- 
" fcrs praife and glory to the Father of all| 
*' in the name of the Son> and of the Holy 
** Spirit t-** Again, he fays, " For every 
** thing that we eat we give thanks to the 
♦* maker of all things, by his Son Jefua 
*• Chrift, and by the Holy Spirit J.*' 

Moreover, in the Apojiolical Conjlitutionsi 
compofed, probably, in the fourth century,, 

* 

. • hf rotpuv ruv Tpnyofiz^ a^ o vvp duliKiyofjLtpoi rpo^^f 

[Adflvf^^i Tiny ^luy ot \9y01 »; xWIsaits. De Spiriti;rSan^a» 
cap. 79. vp^ra^ vol. 2. p. 360. 

Apoh I p. 96. 

X Eti «-*a'/ /« ei^ v^off^ifoiitd-a fvKoyiifjLip' top m^twrn^ 

ruAyttm Ibid«p«97. 

according 
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according to wh^it was fuppofed to have 

bicn the pradice of the earlieft ages, \% is 

faid, that *^ God alone is to be worfliipped 

•' by Jeflis Chrift, and in the Holy Spirit V 

With refpedt to the argument from the 

fcriptures, Bafil contents himfelf with fay^ 

ing, that ** many things were received on 

*• the authority of apoftolical tradition, and 

^^ that there was no qiore reafoii to rejed: 

•* this than thofe ^ J' 

A»s the perfonality of the Spirit was very 

much queflioned, Epiphanius fays, that 

f* he affumed the form of a dove, at the 

** baptifm of our Saviour, on purpofe to 

*f fhow that he had a real perfpn;);/* It 

H* in • iij ttvTov y.ovov aiCitv 39 ^^QffKvvziVy o'la. h]<r\i Xpirw 
Tj; KvfiH \)iJ.«i>v, iv Tft» nffCLi'Ayia} 'irvipfAATi, Jjib. 6«cap. J4. 

P- 343- 

T« wivfjiftTi, J'o^choytciv, fiKHvo Kiyoi^iv, on %i (jny y.nJ'if 

Tap iJLVTiKav ayfa.(*.ccg fiuiV e/^ToA/T€(;gTa«, ftSTce cs-oMaf 
«Ttp«j' ^ TwTp K<t7ciii^pi/.i^a.» pe Sp. S. jcap, 23. yoL 2. 

P'3S7- 

qS>awVn oil evvTrordiov est rp TrvmiJ^a jfoff savlo^ x) ivyTTordlof wa- 
Ing^ x) ewTTorcHoiOf^om^m* Hger. 62. Qpera, vol. j. p. 51^. 

wa« 
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was acknowledged, however, by Auftin and 
others, that the Holy Spirit affumed the 
form of a dove on this occafion, as well as 
of^r^ on the day of Pentecoft, for a jime 
only, and not permanently, as Chrift did 
his body *. It fhould feem, therefore, that 
this could not be a proof of permanent pei:- 
fonality. 

As Athanafius was the great afferCer of 
the divinity of the Spirit, and of his being 
confubftantial with the Father, the reader 
will be delirous of feeing fome of his argu- 
mentSy and the following are a fpecimen 
of them. '* The Spirit," he fays, *' muft 
" be confubftantial with the Father and the 
*^ Sonr, becaufe, according to Paul, theSpi- 
** rrt of God fearches all things, even the 
•* deep things of God-f .'* *• Their folly is^ 
" to be wondered at, who, not admitting 

* Non enim ficut fiiius hofninem aflumplit, ut fie ia 
aeterntrm permaneat, fie fpiritus fanftus columbam vel 
ignem : fed faftae funt illae vifiones de creatura inferiore, 
ad manifefiandum fpiritum fanfiam quae efie poftea defti- 
terunt. Queft^ 65. Opera, vol. 4. p. 679. 

f A£i7f7ai XDiTToy ofjLOionov oijbo7\oy£t(r^cu imo an to ayiw nsntfiMt 
^alpi )y via . ^aavla yap ra ts ^ea jy ta &o^ smralM to rnnyyuXr 
TO flsyiov. Difp. Con. An Opera, vol. i. p. 144. 

Vol. II. Y ** th<? 
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** the Son of God to be a creature, in this 
" thinking very juftly, yet think the Spi- 
** fit of the Son to be a creature*/' — 
.** This/' fays he, *' is admitting a duality, 
** not a trinityf." Bafil alfo calls the 
Holy Spirit the Spirit of Chrift;}:. 

Thq capital argument for the diviqity 
of the Spirit is, that the fame things are 
afcribed to him as to God- This is urged 
by Epiphanius, who fays, ** The Holy 
** Spirit is God, becaufc he does the fame 
** tbinrs that the Son does. Thus Chrift 

o 

*^ is fent by the Father, and the Spirit is 
*' alfo fent; Chrift fpeaks in the faints, 
*^ and the Spirit alfo fpeaks in them; Chrift 
** baptizes, and the Spirit baptizes, &c.§" 
One ftanding argument againft the divi- 
nity of the Spirit, and a proof of his bein 
a mere fervant of the Father, and even o 
the Son, is his being faid to be Jent b 



* Talwv yap tl^ ^av/AccaziEv av tij tuv avotav^ olt tov wcv m Sf«/«r-^ 
SfXcvlsj sivai Klk(T{Jxx,y )t) Ha7\ag ys Talo ^^ovav7£j, 'srwj to 'SJveufjLa t» m-t 
TtlurfjLa uav aKHcai ^vsaxcvio, Epift. Ad Serapion, Opera, vol 
I. p. 174. 196. 

+ H ya^ a rpix^ eriv a'KNx ^uocg. Ibid. p. 1 75. 

% IlvevfM ^ x^^^ov TOV avlov sivai, Koil). 27. Opera, vol. 'M 

P'523- 
^ Hsr. 74. Opera, vol. i, p. 523, 

them. 
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them. But to this argument Ambrofe 
iays, ^' The Son is fometimes faid to be 
** fent by the Spirit, as. The Spirit of the 
*' Lord is. upon me, bccaufe he has fent 
^' me to preach the gofpel to the poor,&c.*'* 
In John iv. 24. it is faid, God is afpirit i 
but Ambrofe read it, the Spirit is God ; and 
he fays, that this text fo clearly proves the . 
divinity of the Spirit, that the Arians erafe 
Lt out of their books -f-. I do not find, 
however, that any other writer mentions 
this circumftance. To advance the dignity 
Df the Spirit, Job, the monk,fays, '' that the 
^ holy fcriptures call the whole trinity by 
* his name, in faying, God is afpirit^.^* 

* Ita et filium Dei fpiritus mifit. Dicit cnim filius Dei, 
piritus domini fuper me, propter quod unxit me prsedicarer 
aptivis remiffionem, et ccecis vifum. De Sp. S. lib. 3: 
Dpera, V0K4. p. 254- 

\ Quern locum ita exprefle Ariani teftificamini efle de 
piritu, ut eum de veftris codicibus auferatis : atque utinam 
le Teftris, et npn etiam de eccle;^x codicibus tolleretis. — 
Ct fortafle hoc etiam in oriente fecidis. Et litcras quidem 
^ctuiftis abolere ; fed fidem non potuiflis auferre. De 
^piritu San£bo, lib. 3. cap. 11. Opera, vol. 4. p. 271. 

X YLm TO aiiafia h th 'ovsuficSog n le^a sfxaufwa ypa/pn^ oyapf 
"m 7^ioia m Ts 'smvfjuSog e^ovofMist fcm^ «$ to mviU(Aa o dsosw 

hot. Bib. feft. 222- p. 6a J. \ 

Y z The 
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The arguments for the procejjttm of the 
Spirit, cither from the Father or the Son, 
or from both, lie in. a fmall compafs. For 
the whole depends upon his being faid to 
htfent by either, or by both of them. Be- 
fides this, Auftin fays, that *• our Saviour' 
** imparting the Holy Spirit by breathin 
•' on his apoftles, is a proof that the Spiri 
** proceeds from him, as well as from th 
" Father *." . 

It is remarkable, that the doftrinc of thc^ ^t 
divinity of the Spirit was attacked witl^Eli 
even more vigour than that of the divinity :^ 
of Chrift ; the reafon of which was thaOB^ i, 
befides the unitarians, the Arians joined i^Sn 
this attack ; and being very numerous ^^sat 

the time of that controvcrfy, and bavi ig \ g 

fometimes the favoar of the emperor 5, 
they fpoke and wrote with great freedom. 

We know lefs of the hiilory of Maced-^- 
nlus, who was at thp head of the oppofiti^n 



* Neque enim flatus ille corporeus, cum fenfii corpo- 
raliter tangendi procedens ex corpore, fubftantia fpiritz/5 
fatiAi fuit, fed demonfkatio per. congFuam .ilgniiicatuonein, 
non tantum a patre, fed et a filio procedere fpiritum faiic* 
turn. De Trioitate, lib. 4* cap. 20. vol. 3.. p. 313. 
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to the doftrinc of the divinity of the Spirit, 
than of that of Arius, or almoft any other 
leader of a fedl. He is faid not to have 
denied the perfonality of the Spirit; for 
Sozomen fays, that *' he held the Spirit to 
*' be a perfon, but like one of the angels, 
** fubfervient to the Father arid the Son, 
*' whonj he allowed to be confubftantial 
** with each other *•" The fame is afferted 
by Nicephorusf. It appears from Atha-^ 
nafiusj, that they who held this opinion 
were alfo called Tropicil. That Macedonius, 
and his proper followers, did not deny the 
divinity of Chrift, is evident from what 
Chryfoftom fays, with fome degree of plca-r 
^* fantry. ** The Arians fuffering (hip- 
^^ wfcck, loft both the glory of Chrift, and 
•* the power of the Holy Spirit : ^|ic Ma- 

* To iz qyiw nenvf^ay €CfjtotfC¥ tow aJIm wpiffSim oT^tfamlg^ 

^oftom J^ rnnpHnv KoXoty, x) o<ra 'sstfi TvvBaav ary^^y^m riff 

tab. 4. cap. 27. p. 173. 

t ^kwotam rof ouno mck v^ vimffW MtoytfUrc^ x) f^}a» ti tv^ 

ai^fthatm i\a/ptf09 rotyfuerw* Lib. 9. cap« 47. voli I* p.SoO. 
X Oi h Tptmiioi^ TO vnvfJM 1^ atfr»j roti wtKrium ff^i9f/bsa'iv. 
^pift. A(i Serapion, Opera, vol. %, p. xtjz. ' 

Y 3 cedojiianj5 
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** cedonians, ftriving to cfcape, loft half 
«* the lading*." 

The great weight of the oppofition to the . 
dodtrine of the divinity' of the Holy Spirit, 
was in Afia Minor, where it was encouor 
tered by Bafil, and the two Gregories • but 
it was fo violent that it amounted to a kind 
of perfecution. Nothing gives fo much 
alarm to the people, as a change in the 
public offices in religion ; and Bafil feems 
to have given occafion to the vioknt outcry 
againft him by finging glory to the Holy 
Spirit^ as well as to the Father, and the 
Son. He fpeaks of his being perfecuted on 
this account, in his treatife on the Holy 
Spirit-}-. He fpeaks of the doftrine about the 
Holy Spirit as what interefted all people J. 
He reprefents it as a fubjeft of univerfal dif^ 
cuffion, even by women and eunuchs, by 
whom he was befet, aiTuming the charafter of 

* Ot apttavoi vauaynaavlegf aTrwXetrov, )y Xptrs 3b|av )y ayiH 
WVEUiJuHog iuvaf^iv . MoKB^oviavoi ^iT^ovEixacn iasv avaSrfvai^[ to de ly^- 
^Tii^opliiia7rciiM(rocv, De vSp. S. Opera, vol. 6. p. 220. 

t Cap. 26. Opera, vol. 2. p. 361. 

J Haaa ya^ ohoyi wv ^mpog rnv cxh^oootv rav >^ccv tuv ^s^e^l '^it 
^yiH w/evfAoSog ovyi^e^ktcu. Horn. 27. Opera, vol. i. p. 522. 

judges, 

4 
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jadges, and not of learners^." In another 
place^ he complains of perfons " teazing 
** him with queftions about the Holy Spirit, 
*' not with any view to information, but 
*^ that if his anfwers (hould not pleafe 
*' them, they might have a handle to make 
^^ war againft him -jr." 

He fpeaks of the zeal of his opponents 
in the ftrongeft terms. *' They would 
-** fooner," he fays, '* cut out their tongues 
** than fay Glory to the Holy Spirit. This 
'* is the caufe of the moft violent, and irre- 
*' concileable war with us. They fay that 
" glory is to be given to God in the Holy 
^^ Spirit, not to the Holy Spirit ; and they 
*' obftinately adhere lo this language con- 
/Vcerning the Spirit, as.expreffing a low 
*^ opinion of him J." •* When I was lately 
^* praying before the people, and fometimes 

' hfttfjustrcu ^>a/jLsvoif hk auloi ri >afSBiv sTriiiilnfl^if Horn. 27. • 
Opera, vol. i.p. 523. jj26. 

(TEi; £uga(ri^ Toulnv a/po^ysn^ iuccuav e^c'v io^d)^^ th woX£fcs« De 
Sp. S. Opera, vol. 2. p. 29^. 

y 4 tm- 
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'* concluding with the doxology to the Fa- 
^^ ther, with the Son and Holy Spirit, and 
** fome times through the Son in the Holy 
** Spirit, fome who were prefent iaid, that 
*^ I ufed phrafes which were not only new, 
*' but contradidlory *'/' He fays that *' he 
*^ was accufed of novelty, and as an inventor 
^* of new phrafes, and that they fpared 
^' kind of rfeproach, becaufe he made thr^a^ ^e 
^* Son equal to the Father, and did not fe — -- 
^^ parate the Holy Spirit from the Son f ; oxrm: ^n 
^^ which account, he fays, he appliied t<^ lato 
•* himfelf our Saviour's faying blejfed are y^<^je 
•' when men reproach you^ ^c^'* And fpeak-:^fc=c- 

VTttryBi^ti, £v T6J 'msvfjLoli, (pmi, ra ayico mv ib^o>oyiav awoSolso^ '^ w 

wi;, T8 wfeufidlog 'm£(itxovlM. Dc Sp.S.vol. 2. cap. 25. p. 3<K^» ,47. 

* UpotTEi/x^fUvo) fMi "Bspom fJf^oc Tn Kxji, xj oLyufole^ rrpf 3bfo;c^='^ 
yuw cnroTth^^ayii t« %ia x^ 'sscS^i^ wv fm fxila th vm auv to igynf/t^ ^■rrr7f 
7» aytaj wv Sk Sta m via sv ayiu wfevf/Mli. BTrsaMifhl^av rwECy ^ m 

900^'Koi^xnnmvlioig zxfio-di;. Ibid. p. 293. 

•j- 07i fjtSa 'mcil^cg a^09r^>J^«f^£v t« iM^jytvBi rrpf 3b|c^oy;«j»^^^ J? 
TO ay<w 'snet^i^ fAn ^urufjisv amo T8 ms. o^jv vsalip&jrota; rfjLc^=^-ff^ 
neuvolofin; x^ ef^vgilag ^vifAcSav^ >^ ri yeif «;^ twv £5roy«3/rwv «9r(^-aa- 
^iaiv. Ibid. cap. 6. p» 301. 304. 
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ing of his own refolution, he iays, ** wc 
** muft obey God rather than man *.** 
Thefe circumftances clearly (liow that the 
great mafs of the people exceedingly dif- 
liked the doclrine for which Bafil con- 
tended. The fame ftate of things appears 
alfo from the writings of Gregory Nazian- 
z^n^ who fays, ^* the heretics fay, whoever 
** worshipped the Spirit, either of the an- 
'^ dents or moderns "f-:'* 

If what Jerom and others fay J, be true, 
that ** Donatus agreed with the Arians, 
*^ with refpeft to the Holy Spirit/' it will 
be an argument of fome weight in favour 

KOfitoi yap fff , pKriVy olav ovtiS^ia'axriv v^juxg [<) 5i(y|«cri i^ U'^aart 

vav mtm^av fiv*a hoS u/iawv •^tvioyavoi] evvcsv SfM, Em nrnloig 

w vohBiium riilo ncff nfjuov avyHSHomku ri^* va<rau hvoT^tg^ <J 
wfMi x) sa-xcOiMy ^aoffai laM^signr'av n/alffuv i'la^^uv. Cap. 26. 
Opera, vol. 2. p« 361- 

* Tlpog ag 5bwMov tW rm a7rorcf>\uy ^oivnv ^woxf tva^SiW, oli wtiSof- 
X^v Sew Jci jLcoXAov n ov^^iyTToig. Ibid. p. 313. 

•f- A^^a rtg 'tt^oceKUYrvTB ra 'mwijuz% pitri' rig ijv twv 'S^a>ai0JV^ 
II Twvvcftw. Or. 37. Opera, p. 599. 

X Extant ejus mulu, ad fuam hserefim pertinentia, ct 
dc fpiritu fan£lo liber, Ariano dogmati congruens. Cata- 
Wus fcriptorum, Opera, vol. 1. p. 3ii» 

'^ of 
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of the novelty of the orthodox opinion. 
For the Donatifts were not diftinguifhed 
from other chriftians, with refpedt to tijfe 
divinity of Chrift. 

One kind of argument ufed by the Ma- 
cedonian sf, feems to have gravelled the 
orthodox exceedingly^ as it afFefted the 
diftindlion between the Son and Spirit, 
which it has been feen they cpuld never 
clearly make out i I fhall recite the objec- 
tion as it is ftated by Athanafius, Bafil, and 
Didymus of Alexandria ; and it is of a 
nature to relieve the drynefs of thefe dif* 
cuffions. 

** If the Spirit is not a creature, nor yet 
•^ one of the angels, but proceeds from the 
*' Father, is he net alfo a fon ; fo that he 
** and the logos are brothers ; and if he be 
** a brother, how is the logos the only be- 
** gotten fon ; and why are they not equal ? 
*' But the Son is faid to be begotten after 
'* the Father, and the Spirit is after the 
** Son. If he be from the Father, why is 
^* he not faid to be begotten, fo that he 
^^ is a Son>^ and not limply a Holy Spirit, 



JCuAt. IX. to'tbe Hofy^Spirit. 33J 

-** But if the Spirit is from the Son, is not 
*« the Father the grandfather of the Holy 
^' Spirit^." 

" The Holy Spirit, if he be God,'' as 
the objection is ftated by Bafil, ^^ muft 
'* either be begotten, or unbegdtten. If he 
"be unbegotten, he is the Father; if be^ 
^* gotten, the Son ^ and if he is neither 
^* begotten nor unbegotten, he is a crea- 
" turef ." *' If the Holy Spirit is not 
'* created,'* as the pbjediofi is ftated by 
Didymus, ** he is either the brother of 
** God the Father, and the uncle of Jefus 
'' Chrift, or elfe he is^the Son of Chrift, 
'^ and^the grandfon of God the Father; or 
♦^ he himfelf is the fon of God, and then 

* E< iin ftlicrfM en, i^vh rccv alytSav zig env, oOO^ ejc m fSFalgo^ 
sKTo^svelay axav mog sn ^ aulog • J^ ^uo ciiehpoi eio'iv aulog re )^9 
yoyog * :y £i ci^^T^og en, ^a; fMvoysvng o Xoyog^ ti 'Brag isK vroiy oAX' q 
/i)iy, fidia Tov 'srale^a ysyewiflcu ro Sk, fAsIa tov uio¥ wofio^dau * . mag 
Je « vc T8 voO^og env, « >j£yHezi lej' aulo yeycvwj^S^ • u oil mog era 
oxx* aTiTxog tsveyfjux ayiov * et Je th via eri wfsvpia^ tfxiof 'ssairmg tnv 
6 'zjahi^ ru wfEUfxcSog. Epift. Ad, Serapion, Opera,- vol. i. 
p. 189. 

-f Ayevmloy env t] yevvnlov • r fjtsv yof aycvwjw, 'sra&jp . a Jk yoh 
'nhi mog . « Jc fAni' %w Ts7flw, fSia-fjia* Horn. 27. Opera, 
vol.' I. p. 524. 

^* Jefus 
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** Jcfus Chrift will not be the only be* 
*• gotten Son. Thefe/' he fays, *« were 
'* ufual topics of argument*." As no ia- 
tisfaSory anfwers could ever be given by 
the orthodox to thefe queftions, which are 
calculated to fet their. dodrine in a .very 
ridiculous point of light, it is no wonder 
that fo long a fpace of time, aided by the 
authority of councils and emperors was he« 
ceiTary to eftablilh it. 

One argument to prove that the Holy 
spirit is a creature, was drawn from John 
u 3. where it is faid that every thing was 
iHade by the logoSy and without him nothing 
W/2S made. But to this Epiphanius anfwers, 
that the true reading was without him no^ 
thing was made that was made by him^c. But 

* Idcirco illud quod folent traflare praetereo, facrilega 
adverfus nos audacia proclamantes. Si fpiritus fan£his 
creatus non eft, aut frater eft Dei patris, aut patruus eft 
unigeniti Jefu Chrifti : aut filius Chrifti eft, aut nepos eft 
Dei patris : aut ipfe filius Dei eft, et jam non erit unige- 
nitus Jefus Chriftus, cum alterum fratrem habeat. Dc 
Sp. S. in Jerom's works, vol. 6. p. 234. 

vtaciv Tive^ £v TO) eiTTELv mavla 5i' «J7a syevelo^ i^ Xfi^^^ ^^ £yfvs1» 
khv • Bag uh aTFoli^tHeg to pjlov^ vTrovoiav ^TscurfYiiJuc^ Ui to «rv£v- 
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this, befides fuggefting no meaning at all, 
appears to have no authority befides his 
own. 

In this controveriy great ftrefs was laid^ 
on the force of fome Greek particles i as 
appears from Bafil, ** As it is faid, i Con 
*' viii. 6. there is one God, the Father, of 
" whom (cl ») are all things, and one Lord 
•* Jefus Chrift, by whom (3i ») are all things, 
" and one Holy Spirit, in whom {vju) are all 
'^ things, they (i. e. the heterodox) fay that 
•* the3fa, and «vw, are proofs of a different 
*' nature ; and therefore, ^ that the Son was 
imtMiQi (unlike) to the Father*.'* 

Confidering the violence with which this 
controverfy was conduced, it fhews great 
moderation in Gregory Nazianzen, to ex- 

/XA ToayiovT^ovlsg^ a-faXKovleu iszp, rnvoawyvaa-iv i^ iacmo tit 
C^ai^^og TYii avayvcaa-Ecog orfeaina'w ug S?\aff^fMav T^sTTOfisvoi, d 3e 
avayvao'ig nlag exei • travla ii aula syevslo )^ x^fi^ ouna eyeveio sSe?, 
ysyovev £v ctvro) • rarsfi ort si ri ygyove, 3<* avm eyevero, An- 
coratus, fed. 75. Opera, vol. 2. p. 80. 

* "Eig ^Bog )^ tsan/if s| 8 ra wavra j^ eig xu^iog I)i0^; Xi^^^t ^^ 
8 Tft crovToe, Kou £v *m£VfAa ayiov, ev ara laoana^ — AvofMiav % to 
e| 2< TO ii IT, cofOfAOiog a^a kcu ta) 'var(i o mog. De Sp. S. Op. 
voll 2. p. 294* 

prefs 



.» 
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prefs himfelf fo favourably concernirrg the 
Macedonians. For he fays, ** We adniire 
** their lives, but do not approve their 
** faith*." It is evident, that Bafil thought 
proper to yield, in fome meafure, to the 
times, and the circunoiftances in which he 
found himfelf. That he might not ex* 
elude too great a number from commu- 
nion, he advifed that, without entering into 
nice diftinftions, all thofe fliould be ad- 
mitted who did not fay that the Holy 
Spirit was a creature +. 

• iiv Tor ^idv ^Avfjut^ovlifi HK iTcuPviJiev tfetvjn 70V Xoyov* 
Or. 44. Opera, p. 710. . 

f E-TT*/ HV ^o>^a ^ofJLetla. nvoiyflau jcafjct tk 'isvivixotjof T¥ 
Aym, >y <uoKKauyhcof7(Tau yiy.oi'rV}aj m tyw- K^\i «tvr» ^ha/r- 

TO ^Vivy.A TO cty'iov J^iyjc^at Hf Kcnmiap. Ep. 203. 
Opera, vol. 3. p. 223. 
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CHAPTER X. 

Of the DoSirine of the Trinity' after the Coun- 
cil of Nice." 



A 



FTER the council of Nice, we find a 
very different kind of orthodoxy from 
that which prevailed before. It was a 
maxim with the Antenicene writers, that 
the Son was inferior to the Father. They 
even expreffed themfelves, as has been feen, 
in the ftrongeft manner upon this fubjedl, 
and were folicitous fo to do in order to' 
remove the odium under whichut is evi- 
dent that the new dod:rine of the divinity^ 
of Chriji then lay. But as the chriftian 
world> and efpecially both the philofophi- 
cal and the governing part of it, began to 
relifli this doftrine (being one of which 
they were lefs afhamed, than of being the 
difciples of ^ mere man) the Platonic doc- 
trine of Chrift being the logos of the Father 
was purfued to its juft extent ; and, ac- 
cordingly, the Son was then pronounced to* 

be 
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be of the fame fubjlance with the Father^ 
and therefore equal to him in all refpedls. 

At this, though nothing more than the 
natural confequence of the dodtrine of 
Chrift being the logos of the Father, many 
revolted ; and this circumftance, among 
others, contributed, no doubt, to the fchifm 
of the Arians ; who, firmljr retaining the 
former dodlrine of the inferiority of the 
Son to the Father, and yet feeing the im- 
poffibility of holding this with that of his 
beiag the proper logos of the Father, main- 
tained that he was a created logos ^ or limply 
a fuper-angelic fpirft, created (as was then 
the opinion) out of nothings but ftill the 
maker of the world under God, as had been 
aflerted of the former logos. ' 

The alarm given by the new dodlrine of 
the ferfeSl equality of the Son to the Father 
was the greater, as, in the Sabellian con- 
troverfy, it had been incautioufly aflerted, 
not only that Chrift was inferior to the 
Father, but even of a different fub fiance from 
him. For, as the learned unitarians had 
talked of the divinity in the Father and 
that in the Son being the very fame^ their 

opponents 
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opponents had maintained, that it was quite 
difierent; and this language hs^d been uni* 
Formly held till the rife of the Arian con* 
troverfy ; fo that thofe bifhops who .depof- 
ed Paul of Samofata, and thofe who wera 
iffembled at Nice, held, in fa6l, quite oppo^ 
Stc dodrines j the one faying, that the Sou 
i^as not confubftantlal with the Father, and 
:he other, that he was fo. But at thofe 
iiffcrent times they had dififerent objedls, 
md attended lefs to the propriety of their 
language, than to contradict their oppo* 
i\ents. 

Notwithftanding the prevalence of the 
new dodrine, we perceive feveral remains of , 
the old, viz. that of the Father being the 
fole fountain of deity, which neceflarily im-^ 
plied fome kind of inferiority in the Son, both 
at the time of the Council of Nice, and 
afterwards. Indeed, that great principle 
(which ftrongly militates againft the doc- 
trine of the equality of the Son) was never 
properly given up at any period; and in 
words it is, I believe, in general, maintain- 
ed by thofe who are called orthodojc in the 
prefent age. ** There is one God,'' fays 

Vol. II. Z Athanafius, 
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Athana^us, " becaufe there is one Father*/' 
Bafil alfo fays, ** there are not two Gods, 
** becaufe not two Fathers ^f*/* And Cyril 
of Alexandria acknowledges, that " when 
** the fcriptures fpeak of one God, that name 
" is to be applied to the Father only, with 
** whom the word was J/' But Pope Da- 
mafus, in the fourth century, anathematized 
thofe who faid that the Father, exclufive of 
the Son and Spirit, was the one God §. 

* Eif'^so; oliKAi'irttltifUf. Contra Sabell. Opcra^vol. i. 
p. 655,656. 

f Ov cTt/o ^ioty ou/g yttf J'vo TATipsf. Horn 27. Openr, 
vol. I. p. 521. 

X Quare quum unum Deum praedicare fcripturam iiw 
veniamus, patri folum modo id nomen vere attribuimus, 
apud quern erat verbum. In John, cap. 3. Opera, vol. i. 
p. 603. 

§ H ^ctMv i/Tt^eXo/zi o<r 7cv vtov kcli to -aygt/ftflt to etytov 

^ctt iVA ^ioVf AvahixA 2r». Theodoriti, Hift. lib. 5^ 
cap. II* p. 211. 
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SECTION I. 

The DoSfrine oftheperfeSi Equality of all the 

Perfons in the Trinity. 

'TpO fhow how far the fentiments and 
language of the orthodox Fathers 
changed after the council of Nice, I fhall 
produce pafTages from the mofl celebrated 
Df them, in which they exprefs their opi- 
nion with refpedt to x\it perfeQ equality of 

the Son to the Father, or that of all the 
:hree perfons to each other. 

Whereas it had been the univerfal lan- 
guage, from which no perfon thought him- 
"clf at liberty to depart, to fay that the Fa- 
:her was the one true Gody it was now the 
ruftom to fay, that the Trinity was the one 
3od« This is the conftant language of 
\uftin. Speaking of the immenfity of the 
livine nature, he fays, ** fo is the Father, 

* fo is the Son, fo is the Holy Spirit, fo is 

* the Trinity, one God*." Accordingly, 

*' Ita pater, ita Alius, ita fpiritus fandtus, ita trinitas 
mus deus, Epift. 57. Opera, vol.2, p. 274^ 

Z 2 in 
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in explaining the faying of our Saviour^ 
i6ere is none good but one, that is God, he fays^ 
^* It is not faid, that there is none good but 
** the Father, but there is none good but 
** God. By the term Father is meant the 
•• Father, but by the term God is meant the 
** Father, Son, and Holy Spirit; for the 
•* Trinity is the one God*/' The Tri-r 
nity is the one only God, good^ gi'^t, eter- 
nal, omnipotent, who is to himfelf unity, 
deity, magnitude, goodnefs, omnipotence -f*, 
Leo the Great fays, " the whole Trinity 
** together is one God :|:." This doc- 
trine is alfo afferted in the large creed afcrib« 
ed, but very unjuftly, to Gregory Thauma- 
turgus. Opera, p. 19. 

* Non ait nemo bonus nifi folus pater, fed nemo bonus 
nifi folus deus, in patris enim nomine, ipfe per fe pater, pro* 
nunciatuFv in Dei vero et ipfe, et Alius, et fpiritus fandhis, 
quia trinitas unus Deus. De Trinitate, lib. 5. cap. 8* 
Opera, vol. 3. p. 320- 

t Et haec trinitas unus Deus, Deus folus, bonus, magnus, 
seternus, omnipotens ; ipfe fibi unitas, deitas, magnitudo, 
bonitas, omnipotcntia. De Trinitate, lib. 5. feft. 5. 
cap. II. Opera, vol. 3. p. 322. 

X Tota fimul trinitas eft unus Deus. Ser. 75 .Opera 
p. i6o« 

Alfo, 
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Alfb, whereas th<5 Son had formerly been 
iaid to be inferior to the Father in his 
liigheft^ or divine nature, a$ having been de- 
rived from him, the language now was, that, 
i¥ith refped to his divine naturi^, he was per-^ 
/e<3:ly equal to the Father, and inferior only 
with refpeft to his human nature; and this 
is the language that continues to be held to 
this day. ** The Father," fays a writer 
whofe work has been afgribed to Athanafius, 
** is faid in the fcriptures to be greater than 
** the Son; but it is neither in magnitude, 
"•' in tinoe, nor in nature ; but as the father 
^' of a fon made man ; and on account of his 
^* being made man, he is lefs than the an- 
^* gels *." ** Whatever mean things,'' fays 
Athanafius himfelf, '* are faid of Chrift, 
^* they refpeft that ftate of poverty which he 
^ afifumed, that we might be made rich, and 
mufl not give occafion to blafpheme the fon 
*' of God f/' '' The Father," fays Am- 

• yiul^»v vajnp 74 vtov ytyfctwJAt, ovjt cTf opt*, ovji 
Xfor», ov% ^vffu, *^' »^ ^*7»P ^^^ i¥Av^i^n^ttplof. Jitt 
/4 rtip ^PAV^p^'srwiv )^ t«? Apyt^f fi>4ff\»9^At avJop Myu 
• ATorohou Dc Triniute, Dial. «. Opera, voL 2. p., 1 88 . 

t Otf"* ijr fti/IcXM fUfMClA vTo r% KVfut tifnlAt, m T7«»x«i« 
#v7« //#f «l4i, 'K* vtiAiif if AtHoii athJtrn^tfiAiVi itx "^* */**'* 
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brofe, " gave the revelation to Chrift as a 
♦« man/' He adds, that ** the Son likewife 
** gave it to himfelf, viz. his divinity to his 
«* humanity *." '* The Father," fays Thfeo- 
phyladt, «^ is the God of Chrift, according 
** to his humanity, and his Father accord-^ 
^* ing to his divinity •f*." 
. This new dodtrine furnifhed the ortho- 
dox with a fliort and eafy anfwer to every 
objeAion that could be made to the divi- 
nity of Chrift, from his .being reprefented 
as a mere man in the fcriptures. •* All the 
*flow phrafes," fays Theodoret, ^* we ap- 
^* ply to Chrift as a man, and the lofty ones 
^*asGodj and this demonftration of the 
" truth is very convenient to us J/' This 

Natura, Opera, vol. i. p. 599. 

• Apocalypfis, revelatio vel manifeftatio interpretatur. 
Quod reveJationis donum et pater filio dedit, fecundum 
quod homoerat, et filius fibimet ipfe, divinitas fcilicetho- 
mini quern affumpfit. In Apoc. cap. I. Opera, vol. 5. 
P- 365- 

KATA 7tiv ^lornTA, In Rom. cap. 15. Opera, vol. 2. p. 144. 
J Nfj' yAp 7ovf ^%v TATTiivovi Tccv Koycov »^ AV^fcova 

fUfOO' A'jrJoiJLiV, TOVi oi l'4"^0t/^ KAl ^la'TT^iiriii di ^€», ILAt 

ppera, vol. 3. p. 916, 

language 
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language is frequent with Chryfoftom. But 
the ebnvenience which thefe writers fb 
much boaft of was unknown to their an- 
eeftors in orthodoxy, who always fuppofed, 
as truth and common fenfe requires, that 
ve^henever Chrift is fpoken of, his whole na- 
ture, and not a part of it only, was intended. 
On this principle Irenaeus argued with the 
Gnoftics. 

When the dodlrine of Chrift being the 

creator of the world was firft advanced, he 

v^as reprefented as having created all things 

l)y the order of the Father. But now this 

'Was not thought to be fufficient. Idacius, 

writing againft Varimadus, the Arian, does 

»ot admit that the Son njade the world by 

the Father's order, but fays, that he did it 

*' by his own power and will, and that he 

** governs them by his providence ^'^ prov- 

log this frpna Ifaiah, Tbus faith the 

Jjord^ I have made the earth by my word^ and 

created man upon it *• 

. * Si tibi di^^rint ; qui^ Alius julHone. patris fecit, quse 
^£la funt, Refp. Non ut ipfe adAruis filium juifipne pa* 
tris feciflb, quss fada font, fed fi4 imperio et voluntate 
uxuverfa cr^vit| qu» creanda fore providentia fua per« 

Z 4 fpexit, 
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Alfo^ whereas it had been faid that the 
Son was the fervant of the Father, and 
miniftered to him^ it was now obierved 
that this fcrvice was reciprocal. ** The 
^* Father/' fays Cyril of Alexandria, ** mi- 
** nifters to the Son, as the Pfalmifi: fays, 
** Sit thou at my right hand, till I makq 
** thine enemies thy footftool •!•/' 

On this idea of the perfed equality of 
the Son to the Father, Chryfoftom obferves, 
that " fometimes the name of Chrift is 
^^ placed before that of the Father^:.'' 

It had been thought to be peculiar to 
the Father to be invijible ; but Cerealis fays, 

fpexit, Efaia propheta dicente : hsc dicit dominus : ego 
feci fermone meo terram, et hominem fuper earn, ego foli* 
davi ccelup manu, ego omnibus fyderibu^ mandavi, ut 
luceant in ccelo. Bib. Pat. vol. 5. p. 380. 

t Pater vero miniftrat filio, ut canit Pfalmifta ; fede a 
dextris meis, donee ponam inimicos tuos fcabellum pedum 
tuorum. Si ergo pater, quamvi$ miniftret filio^ minor 
tamen ipfo propterea non eft : nee filius quia patri fub^ 
jieitur, minor patre putandus eft. Thefaurus, cap. 8. 
Opera, vol. 2. p. 304. 

ff or ff^riTw, In pal. j. Opera, vol* |o. p. 964. 
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^* the Son is invifiblc, becaufe none can 
<* know him but the Father*/' 

The principles of the later and more 
rigid dodrine of the trinity are moft clearly 
exprefled in what is called the Athanafian 
creed, whoever was the author of it. We 
are there told, ^* there is one hypoflafis of 
^* the Father, another of the Son, and an- 
** other of the Holy Spirit ; but there is 
" one deity of the Father, Son, and Spirit, 
" their glory equal, their majefty co-eternaL 
** Such as the Father is, fuch is the Son, 
*^ and fuch the Holy Spirit f ." The im- 
portance of holding this abfurd faith was 
deemed to be fo great, that the fame creed, 
having pronounced this to be the catholic 
faith, denounces, that " if any perfon does 
" not bold it wholly and undefiled, he muft, 

^ Quia invifibilis eft filius fie docetur. Nemo novit 
lilium nifi pater, neque patrem quis novit nifi filius* Bib« 
Pat. vol. 5. p. 451. 

•j- AxXn yap epv ij ra zJcOfog mcoTouxiq . a>0^ rs ws, 3^ cO<h\ 
T« ayui 'ovsvfAalog . oA^a 'matlpog >^ ma >^ ayia 'msvfjbolog, fjua £rf 
hoki^ i(^n 3o|a, {rt/v^unojvi^aa-a ri fisya^sioki' oio^ o wofc^, rouilog j^ 
9 wof, ' rouilov t^ TO meufjux tv ayiov, — AxUn srtv n ka^09iucn 'srinf j 
n» a fM/i Ti; mirag ts km peSaiag ^irsyoTi^ (ru^nvcu ff hvna-slai^ 

Adjapafii, Opcr^, vol, 2. p. ^2* 

f^ withoiit 
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** without doubt, perifh cverlaftingly */' 
The ftile of this Athanafian creed occurs 
in Auftin on the trinity, where he fays, 
that ** each of the three perfons is God, 
«* yet there are not three Gods. Each of 
*« them is great and good, and yet there 
^* arc not three that are great or good, but 
«^ only one •f /* ^ 

I fhall now proceed with my cxt rafts 
from the orthodox Fathers, in which their 
agreement with the principles of this creed, 
and their difagreement with thofe of the An- 
tenicene Fathers, will be ftill more apparent, 

ftj Tov ouma aTToMilou. Athanafii, Opera, vol. 2. p. 32. 
t Ut quicquid de fingulis ad feipfos die it, non plura- 

> 

liter in fumma fed fingulariter accipiatur. Quemadmo- 
dum enim pater Deus eft, et filius Deus eft, et fpiritus 
fanftus Deus eft, quod fecund um fubftantiam dici nemo 
clubitat, non tamen tres Deos, fed unum Deuin dicimu? 
eandem ipfani praettantiffimam trinitatem ; ita magnus pa- 
ter, magnus filius, magnus fpiritus fanftus, non tamen tres 
magni, fed unus magnus. Non enim de patre folo, ficut 
illi perverfi fentiunt, fed de patre et filio et fpiritu fanflo 
fcriptum eft, tu es Deus folus magnus 5 et bonus pater, 
bonus filius, bonus fpiritus fanSus, nee tres boni, fed unus 
eft bonus, de quo diftum eft : nemo bonus nifi folus Deus. 
J^ib. c|. cap. 8. Opera, vol. 3. p. 320, 

*'Thc 
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*« The trinity/' fays Auftin, *• is of orift 
** and the fame nature and fubftance, not 
** Icfs in each than in all, nor greater in all 
'* than in each ; as great in the Father only, 
*♦ or in the Son only, as in the Father arid 
** the Son together ; and as great in the 
" Holy Spirit alone, as in the Father, Son, 
«* and Holy Spirit. Nor did the Father 
^* demean himfelf that he might generate 
•* a Son out of himfelf; but he fo gene^ 
** rated another felf out of himfelf, that he 
" remained wholly in himfelf, and was in 
" the Son as much as when he was alone *." 
'' The Son," fays Bafil, '' is all that the 
i^ Father is f /' '^ There is,'' fays Gre- 
gory Nyflen, ** a whole Father in a whole 

* Haec trinitas unus eft ejufdemque naturae atque fub- 
ftantiae, non minor in fingulis, quam in omnibus : nee 
Biajor in omnibus, quam in fingulis, fed tanta in folo pa- 
tre vei in folo filio, quanta in patre fimul et filio, et tanta 
in folo rpiritu fandlo, quanta fimul in patre et filio et fpi- 
ritufanffco. Neque enim pater ut haberet filium de fet- 
ipfo, minuit feipfum, fed ita genuit de fe alterum fe, ut 
tottis maneret in fe, et eflet in filio tantus quantus et fplus, 
ppift. 66, Opera, vol. 2. p. 319. 

f Hovbt m oca snv mgCkp. De Fide, Opera, vol. i, 

" con, 
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** Son, and a whole Son in a whole Fa- 

■ 

** ther*/' This writer exprefles his idea 
of the importance of this myfterious doc- 
trine in the following manner: '* If the 
** confeffion of the holy trinity be ufelefs, 
** all the inftitutions of the church are ab- 
** furd, baptifm^ confeffion of fin, obe- 
** dience to the commands, good morals, 
** temperance, juftice, moderation^ forti- 
*«tudef/" 

** Whoever," fays Gregory Nazianzen, 
** maintains any of the three perfons to 
^* be inferior to the other, overturns the 
*^ whole trinity J." Jerom fays, that 
<* fince Chrift is the power of God, and 
** the wifdom of God, he has all the Fa- 

Opera, vol. 2. p. 901. 

•}• El y(xp axf^o^ fisv nrm (nyaim re j^ rtfjuuv twj cxyia^ rpicibi 
€90fMim ofAoy^oyiay avovnla 3s ra sdn aaO^iag^ ^ h rot; s^Btn rsloj; 
friv n fffpayi;^ n is^zirxy^ to ^aifliayia^ r\ rm Ofiafiav E^ayoptum^ 
fi TffEpi Tou; tvlo>ag mpo^vfjua^ n *S2pi to r^og Kalof^oici^^ to nclla Cu' 
fpoctrnv piisv^ TO 'szpoi to iixcuov P?\£7rmy to fA,n tou; tw&vfAtoug A' 
i^a^M^ fjL-nle vl^ovng nrlaa^ai^ fjmi^ aptkg a7roy<ei7rea^au» Contra 
Eunomium, Or. 10. Opera, vol. 2. p-277. 

X Km 0, Tf av rav Tpiuv koSu ScofiBVy to 'sm x^cufetv vo/juiofjifftf 
Or. 20. Opera, p. 338. 
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<* thcr's perfeftions*/' -Chryfoftom gives 

the preference to the Father only in name* 

*< I name tjie Father firft/' fays he, " not 

** on account of his rank, but becaufe he is 

•** the Father of the only begotten ;" and at 

the fame time, he fays, that ** there is no- 

** thing improper in naming the Son be* 

•* fore the Fatherf ." ** There is no dif- 

*i ferenccj" fays Theodoret, ** between the 

*^ Father and the Son, but in generating 

•* and bein^ generated, in emitting and 

** proceeding J." " If any one,'* fays Pope 

Damafus, •* does not fay that the Father, 

" Son, and Spirit, have one godhead, power, 

^^ dominion, glory, and authority, one king- 

* Cum enim Chriftus Dei virtus fit, deique fapientia, 
pmnes in fe virtutes contine^ patris. In Efaiani^ lib. 12. 
Oppra« vol. 4. p. 140. 

(Avfi-etf iiveiv £v euHknaiOj o xf^rog vfiag suT^oyno'u^ not o voQug aJk% 
¥^ ^ cBcoihg €vofju(ilo\ Ser. 4, Opera, voU/6. p. 34. 

% A. Omt env « iiafofa 'SFoQffo;<, 3y vus^ «) ayin 'mnufu3og* O. Ef 
5iTfA5r«v Kot wjroftut7^ouy rau Dial, Adv. Anomaeos, Qp. 

** dom. 
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<^ dom» one wilU and one truths let him be 
<* anathema*." 

** The Son/' fays Ambrofe, '^ knows the 
«• will of the Father, and the Father that of 
*• the Son ; and the Son hears the Father al- 
<< ways, and the Father the Son, by an union 
** of nature, will, and fubftancef /* ** The 
^* Father," fays M. Caleea, " is a whole 
'^ God, the Son a whole God, and the 
** Spirit a whole God J." According to this 
language, it would certainly have been 
moft natural to fay, that there were three 
Gods I and this, indeed, is fometimes tacitly 
acknowledged ; but the fcriptures hav- 
ing exprefsly afTcrted the contrary, thefe 

fturv, hiMcriv^ j^ oM^tuxif^ ava^fjux trco. Tbeodoriti, Hift. lib. 
5. cap. II. p. 211. 

+ Scit autem femper filius voluntatem patris, ct pater 
filii, et audit patrem filius femper, et pater filium per uni- 
tatem naturae, voluntatis atque fubftantiae. Hex. lib. 2. 
Opera, vol. 1. p. 22. 

J Kfltt ya^ nsaly^q Seoj o>.o^^ -ti • Vioq ^lo; o>jcii^ >y to ^srvev/xa, ji 
<8yioyS«oj ohog, Combefis AuiSluariuni, vol. 2. p. 203. 

writej 
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writers could not do it in words. ** To fay 
•* that there are more Gods than one,*' faya 
Hilary, ** is irreligious 



« 



S E C T I O N II. 

Of the new Language introduced at and after 

the Council of Nice. 

T^EW ideas always require new terms; 
and unfortunately the nice diftinftions 
which were now made with refpeft to the 
doftrine of the trinity, required more words 
than had ever been ufed by theologians be- 
fore; nor was there any thing in the Greek 
philofophy to correfpond to the diftindtions 
that were now to be expreffed. Befides, the 
Latin tongue was much lefs copious than 
the Greek; and this afforded a new fource 
of embarraifment and contradiction among 
thofe who wifhed to fay the fame thing. 

To exprefs the difference between the 
three perfons, it was neceffary to have one 

* Quia et Deos dici irreligiofum eft. Lib. xi. p. 271^ 

term 
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Before the Arian; contraverfy it had, as I 
liave obferved, been uniformly faid by the 
<irthodox, that the Father and the Son were 
different in their eifence. Origen expreilly 
iays this, as well as that the Son was fubjed 
to the Father *. Alfo Athanalius, in his 
fifth oration againft the Arians, maintains, 
that efjence and .hypojiafis mean the fame 
thing. The author of a treatife afcribed 
to him fays, " whoever afferts,. that there 
^' are three hypoftafis, that i§, three fub- 
^* ftances, he, under the name of piety, af- 
•* ferts three natures "f;" and this, accord- 
Lng to the orthodox, conftituted th^ poly- 
tfaeifm of the Arians. *^ Accordingly, it 
^' was agreed," fays Sozonien, *' in a coun-» 
'* cil held at Alexandria, which ^Athanafiuj^ 
^* attended, that the word ejfence fhould be 
^^ avoided, except in difputing with the Sa- 
" bellians ;};.'' It was alfo maintained in the 

- * E* yap ^^%'i fag £v a^^ig hiKvulcu^ Hat s(riav^ xj vTroKStiisvog 
riv viogm valpog, De Oratione, p. 48., 

•|- Quifquis autem tres vTroraffsig dicit, id eft, tres fub- 
lantias, is fub nomine pietatis tres naturas conatur aflerere. 
Opera, vol. 2. p. 581. 

J Ev roulco Sk isQ>0\bxv 'mo>£m sTncncoTToi avvi>^Q9lt^ tig AKe^dj^ioof 
^mcc A^avoinci) £ EuT-i^ta^ ra h^y^Jtsvap NiMcua jcpalwii^iv ' ofAona-m 
• Vol. II. A a re 
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ccoccii of Saidica, it which Arharonas was 
prrte::t, that '• there i? esc c&ccc of flie 
•• Father, Son, and Spirit, which fj^a the 
*« heretics call rrv cj.if *. ' 

If was with refpcd to this c;5brencc 

^loat ijfncf and rrfr^^fr, that GrrgCKy 

Xarrianzen lap, •• it was ridicnlou?, though 

** lamectzble, that k> a iinjll di^rr^ce in 

•* wcrds ihculd cccafcn a di^brcccc itt 

•* faith ;" and that " Athanafu? perceirtaj 

•• it was a diiEbrecce in words cclr, hrriB^ 

•■ aidirctiU bcA partis with gcntlcDeu 

•* and £ood car^irc, and after careftillT 

•« examinin? the meanirg cf the words. 

** when he fctind thit the two rarties did 

« ■ ^" m ^ ^ m ••• »• 

•• refpciS to wcris, b-t heli tht^ fbiSIy 
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** bound with refped: to the things fignificd 
** by them*." 

The Latins having no terms to exprefs 
l>oth ^«r^;and hypojiajis^ as is obferved by 
Gregory Nazianzen -f*, ufed the word fub-^ 
^ance to exprefs both; and, accordingly, 
xhey were much chagrined at the Greeks for 
making any difference between them. Jc- 
Tom cxprefles his refentment on this fubjeft, 
laying, that, ** in the fecular fchools they 
•' had no difference ; and who," fays he, 
•* will dare to fay there are three fubflanccs. 
** Let it fufHce us to fay there is one fub- 
•* fiance, and three fubfifling perfons, per- 

« 

zfTforao'iv nv aJloi oi aipeliKoi sanav 'STpoa-ayopeuaa-iy th 'zrdlpog hm t« 
W8 jyayns 'msvfjiJlog. Theodoriti, Hift. lib. 2. cap. 8. p. 8r. 

* rig Xiov y£^olov yieXebivov 's seag fJble iictpo^ci >j fsitpi rov yix<^ 
fUfi^Xifoyia — Tour j^y o^v ^ ccftam f/ana^iog vciiv®" tspoanalKB^a'* 
jtt£v®- OfjupoTE^a Tcc iJLEpvi «7fijcri ^^ouaq xj ^i?wxy^^w7r«^, Jy rov vav 
Tm KEyOfievav ootpfSoag t^Hourag^ gTretJii crvfjt^povavlag gt/|>s, Xj aSevJier- 
9^ fuSex rov PuTyw, ra wofAstla (T\rt%(iipfY^a^y <ri/vhi roig tsparffMOffim 
Or. 22. p. 395, 396. 

+ Tif^ yap fjuag oucnag. *} twv rpuiv tmorofftm >^OfASva¥ (jlev up', 
Vfjtuv awg&of' TO fisv ya^ rnv fv^iv Sij^ot t1$ ^eoMo^, to h rag t«v Tfww 
i^iohSag, voHfjLsvcovh )y 'SFo^a roig lra:?soig OfMiug^ oXa's ^i/vofAsvotg ^la 
i^fSftra mg nsa^ swhtg '/hurlng jy ovofMolav 'smuxv^ SisXew owro rng 
^wrtag Ttit v^oroBo-iv^ ;^ lia t8to avlsiaayimig ra zi^o^oi'ffa' iva (m 
T^sig nffuu^'vaipa^EiX^M'i* Or. 21. p. 395. 

A a 2 fe(aiy 
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fedly equals and co-eternal. < Let us fay 
nothing of tAree bypojlafes^ but kecp,too«f ♦. 
Auftin alfo thought that no>di£FerenceihQuld 
be made between efTence and hypoftaiis, and 
faid^ that in Latin they faid indifferently^ 
that there was one eif^nce. or fubflance. 
and three pef fons f* This is likewife af- 
ferted by G. Nazianzen in the paOfagequot* 
cd above. 

Notwithflanding the diflike that was' 
.taken to the word ejfence^ it was thought 
necefiary to make ufe of it at the council 
of Nice, in order to cenfure the Arians^ 
who held that the Son was created out of 
nothing ; and if the term ejfence be the 
fame with fubfiance^ and the logos be, as 
the orthodox faid, God of God^ or one God 
made out of another, the term c^kcri®-, con- 

* Tota faecularum literarum fchola nihil aliud hypof- 
tafin, nifi ufiam, novit. £t quis, rogo, ore facrilego tres 
fubftantias prxdicabit ? — SufHciat nobis dicere, unam fub- 
ftantiam, tres perfonas fubfiflentes, perfedlas, asquales, co- 
seternas. Taceantur tres hypoflafes: fi placet, et una 
teneatur. Epift. 57. Opera, vol. i. p. 417. 

f Non audiemus dicere unam eilentiam, tres fubftantias, 
fed unam effentiam vel fubftantiam, tres autem perfonas. 
DeTrinitate, lib. 5. cap. 9, Opera, vol. 3. p. 321. 

fubjiantial^ 
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Wftantial^ was, no doubt, very' proper to 
cxprefs their idea of his origin, as oppofed 
to that of the Arians. An account of the 
objeftions that were made to the ufe of the 
term at that time, of the reafons for adopt* 
ing it, and of the fenfe in which it was 
admitted, is thus given by the hiftoriaa 
Socrates. He fays, that ** the ttttn con^ 
^* fubjiantial was objedled to as implying 
** the production of one thing from an- 
*^ other, either according- to divifion^ or 
^^ fiuxibfij or ^r^/<8^//(?«; prblation' fignifying 
** the production of a branch from a root • 
** fluxion that of children from a father ; 
'^ and divifion the making two or three 
** maffes of gold from one j and that the 
** generation of -the Son refembles none of 
"thefe*." 

In defence of the term it was faid, that 
^* God is not to be confidered as a material , 
** being, but as immaterial, intelledtual, 
*' and incorporeal, and therefore incapable 

XAJ* »Ap J^« T»7«y €5*/F vio^. Hill. lib. i, cap. 8. p. 22. 

A a 3 ♦'of 
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' <^ of ai>y bodily affedioDS; and ' that tho 
^' fubjedt is to be confiderdd in a divine 
y* and hidden manner*." At length; it 
was interpFeted to mean ^^ from no :^UlKe 
^^ eflence or hypofbifis, than that of the 
" Father only f i' fo that^ the made of 
produdibn^ about which they could not 
agrcCj was left undetern^ined. - 

The reafoning of Chryfoilom 00 this 
fubjeift fiiems to be fair, and. to jui^if]^;the 
Fathers of Nice. For he fays, that;-**; i^very 
♦^ thing that 13,; generated is always con- 
f^ fubdaatial with that which generat^s^ not 
** in man only, but in all living creatures, ^^^ 
** and in plants J/' that is, every thing -3 
produces its like; and the nnlaxin\ muibiS^ 
apply to the cafe of the Divine Being, a 



T« rouwla vosiv: Hift- lib. I. cap. 8. p« 24. 

. + Km fm ^vou c| tli^ot; rs iMoroM'tcog «) scr/oj, a^ » n meSft^ ^. 
Ibid. p. 25. 

ov^f wTTcuv ioin^ )^ Tw T6JV wpayfju^otv fixTti fiaxo(Ji^y erof . oli t^ 
CfAOsa-iogo ysm^eig ra ymna-cxvli^ sk vjt ca&foyjruv fAovotf, oCKta ^ e^i 
fftjfflv uTTovlajy^ 3^ etti SbJffiJv rtilo i3b« Tig «y, Horn. 32. Open, 
vol. 1. p. 406. 

. " well 
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i^cW as to every other j fo that if the Son waSi 
really produced from the Father, from his 
own effence, and not created out of nothiagj^ 
ie nauft neceflarily be confubftantial with 
the Father* 

StilU however, the. term ejfence was not 
relifhed. The ireafon of this is more par-r 
ticularly given by Socrates, who fays, |hat 

the word effence, though ufed with fim-^. 

plicity by the Fathers, yet being unknown 
f* to the common people, and not bein^ 
** contained in the fcriptures, gave offence j^ 
** fo that it was thought proper to difufe it^ 
" and that no mention fhould be made of 
^' the effence of God for the future ; bu^ 
*' that it Ihould rather be faid, that the 
** Son is like to the Father in all things*/* 
Notwithftanding the oppofition made 
by the Latin church, the language adopted 
by the council of Nice continued to be in 
ufcj though even fo late as the time of 

* To 3e miyM T>i5 TitTia^ Jiat to a7r?^r£^av vtto tuv t^o^e^ re^ 
SsiO'S^, cxyvoHiisvov h vtto rav'hamj (ntaviaChoii ^e^iv^ iia to /icnfe rc^ 
y^a^a^ ts7o we^e^^^ ^^ '''^^ *sf6^iMPs6r»M x) tjmlt>Mi4 fda^/juett 
fAamfJBw nffio; tm ^es mca tts haiTTHy iia to to; ha^ y^apcxg fm^^jix 
4tn^ ^alfo^ M; via Hffiaq fj^ynj^ai • OfMiov h y^syeim rw mv rca 
mdi^ nsHa "sravhp Hi{l» lib. 2. cap. 37* p* 137< 

Aa 4 Bafil, 



360 TheTyoBrihtcfihe^riiiiff Boo&i&v- 

Bttfil, the figntficatiori of tbefe terms^Was' 
notfo well fettled » but that many perfons^ 
he fays, cbftfounded f^^wr^ with bypo/lafisK - 
-The term f^tn^^ nature. It feemsr^ had been 
propofed by fome^ but with refped ta the 
dddrine of the trinity, Gregory Naziahsen 
fays, that he preferred the word ejenccif*. 
Ancl in time the term ejencewsis eftabliihed 
asf the general name, applicable to each. t>f 
the three perfohs, and bypofiafis was applied 
to them feverally:};; fo that it was thought 
proper to iay that the trinity confiHed of 
three bypojtafes in one ejertce.; .and^alfo the 
term vfoctofrw, per/on, was ufcd? as fyoonyT 

mous to bypoJiajis\. This term was proba- 

. • / » , ■ • '■ 

» * Ettei J)j '570^^CI TO wmv mg aaiagy sm tqjv fJUKifmf i^fuSaif^ f/m 
iicucocvoiltq azjo ts tojv i/TToraa-euv >\oyiSy raij acvloug awefATTiTrlotHrn 
vTTovDiai; . xj ciovlai iiaipipuv ysn^tv nffiav n vnoraxrvt hsyziv. Epift. 
Opera, vol. 3- p* 63. 

t Hv ov Ti; 9^u f^^^ fJia?>>£v n ^uffiv ttaxom^ Or. 45. p. 

X Subftantiae {(puareag) declaratio videtur ficut commune 
e)t univerfale quiddam efle, nomina verofubfiftentiarumfin- 
gularum {v7rora(TBi;) fub illo univerfale praedicantur. Cy- 
ril. Alex. DeTrinitate, lib. i. Opera, vol. 2. p. 362. 

§ To /lov ev, Tu H€ri9 yiywTxoSlt;^ x) tw afjis^iru rrtg iB^oanuvndzttiim 
ra h rfia^ ratg uTToraureffiv sti tsy ?T^«woif, ricri ^iXov. Gr. 

Nazianzeni, Opera, Or. 32. p. 520. 

bly 
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My borrowed from-the \^2Xiti perfonti , which 
was always u fed in the Latin church to de- 
liott the difference between the • Father, ' 
Sott, and Holy Spirit ; for tfiey faid that 
there were three perfons in one divine ef-^ 
J^encCy or God. This, however, was de- 
viating a little from the original ufe of the 
term, which expreffed a difference of cha^ 
T^aSter, fuch as the fame perfon might ap- 
pear, in at different times, and therefore 
favoured a little of Sabellianifm. ' 

Not with ftanding' evpry thing feemed to 
'be Tq well fettled about the meaning of 
thefc terms., yet as they were applied to a 
fubjed: concerning which men could not 
pretend to have any ideas, they were no 
more than mtvt founds 5 and thofe who pre- 
tended to fee fartljcr into the fubjeft than 
others ftill continued to differ, and even to 
refine about the ufe of the terms; and the 
moft ancient fignification was not wholly 
lofl fight of. Thus Damafcenus fays, 
that *^ the word hypojiafis has two fignifi- 
^* cations, viz. one of mere exiflence, in 
*' which it does not differ from fubjlance^ 
'* and fomctimes that which fubfifts of 

* ^' itfelf, 



\ 
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^' itfelf, by which individuals of the fam^ 
*y fpecies are diftinguiihed, as Peter and 
" Paul * '," : ith^t is, bypeftafis may in one 
fenfe be afed for ejfence^ to whichj, as I have 
obferved, it was originaUy fynonymous. 



SEC T ION m. 

Illujiraiions of the DoSirine of tl^e trinity. 

TT A V I N G fettled this new doftrme of 
the trinity, and afcertained the ufe of 
the terms in which it waa. thought proper 
to exprefs it, I come to give a view of the 
principal illujlrations of it. For though it 
was fpoken of as a greater tnyjiery than 
ever, and we are cautioned not to expeft 

V ' ■ ■ ■ 

* Hypoftafeos nomen duplicem fignificationem habet. 
Interdum enim fimplicem exillentiam fignificat. Quo 
fignlficatu inter fubdantiam et bypoftaGm nibH intereft. 
Unde etiarh nonnulli ian£^orum patrum, naturas, hoc eft 
bypoflafes ipfas appellarunt. Interdum rurfus earn, quas 
per fe eft, ac feorfun rubfiftitv^xiftentiam \ qua fignificatione 
individuum id quod numero difFert, fignificat, ut Petrum, 
Paulum, ac certum aliquem equum, Dialeflica, cap. 42. 
Opera, p. 04 f. 

to 
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to find any thing in nature to refemble 
it; yet every writer, who thought that 
he had hit upon any thing that would 
contribute to make the reception of it more 
eafy, did not fail to enlarge upon his own 
conceit. Some writers have done this with 
a confiderable degree of confidence 3 and 
by this means we may clearly perceive what 
it was ..hat, in their opinion, conftituted 
the relation of the three perfons to each 
other. But in all their fchen>es^ the nature 
of the fubjedt reftrifted them to a choice of 
two infuperable difficulties^ each of them 
fatal to the docftrine of any proper trinity in 
umty } for either the trinity or the unity was 
neceiTarily abandoned. 

Photius very truly obferves, that, " to 
^* recite all the anfwers which the Fathers 
" have given to the queftion, why, when 
'• the Father, Son, and Spirit, are each of 
*' them fcparately God, we Ihould not fay, 
** that there are three Gods ? would make a 
*' book, inftead of an epiftle*.'' I fhall 
not therefore attempt to give them all. 



* 






Fire. &y^ - '^"'" J, .. is one. but tes 

..0.=, and«"";'fhvpcftaf« '" °"! 
'*^''^'"": i"buningpo«er,.nd 

,.fi„,vi^.tl>=fi«-"\„ay,t.he natur= 
..„f*efi:e.; °"=' god »." ^h- >= 



„Uchno-.--;- Jft proof of b= 

Ba&l %=• , ' ' ,„ tb= Spirit and th= 
.. connexion bctv-e^" t ^^F^ .^ ^^^ , 
"V^*"»* *:;Fl*er that the fp.t.t 
...fame relation to tb ^^,^„„„.. 

• W" ' „ s, ,^r«« J' *S" ' „ a« ..fos, ■"• 
«uii«- "ft " r «« 01 
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f'^ of a man has to the man*/' To this il- 
luftration alfo no unitarian will have any 
cbjed:ion ; and ftill lefs to that of Marius 
Viftorinus, who, in his hymn concerning 
the trinity, fays, ** when thou refteft thou 
** art the Father, when thou proceeded: the 
** Son, as uniting all into ope, thou art the 
** Holy Spirit. -f-/' After this we cannot 
wonder that the Arians, as the author of a 
work afcribed to Athanalius complains, 
Ihould charge the Trinitarians with SabeU 
lianifm, becaufe they made God and the 
Son to be one J. 

In the famous controverfy between Rab- 
bi Nachmanides, before the king of Ar-r 
ragon in 1263, the chriftian difputant 
made a trinity of the wifdom, the will, 
and the intelledl of God; and the king il- 

• To Se fJLsyirov TSKfAYificv TYi; zrpog rov 'SJolspa )^ viov ra 'ssvw 
pLcSoq awoL^HOt^^ oil slag sx^iv >£ySau 'sspog tov Scov, ug'Sfpog aiAfcv bxu 
TO w;ivt^ TO £v nfjuv. De Sp. S. cap. 1 6. Opera, vol.2, 
p. 329. 

+ Tu cum quiefcis pater es, cum procedis filius. 
In unum qui cundla neSes, tu es fpiritus fandlus. 

Bib. Pat. vol. 5. p. 360. 
% lu Xaff£^^iOJ it • A0. siTrev 3ia ti miJL Jaf gxxioj • A P. «7rer" 
e^giJjj €<T«f, ^clkp 3^o,fjoig sv eov, Diip. contra Aruim, 
Opera, vol. x. p. 116. 

luftratcd 
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]uft rated it by the properties of tafte, coi 
lour, and finell in wine. But the JeW«n* 
fwered, that, upon this principle, he could 
prove God to be five-fold, becaufe God had 
life, wifdom, will, power, and ftrength ♦. 

On the other hand, the great mafs of com- 
parifons that were made between the trinity 
and things in nature^ fliows that, in th6 
opinion of the writers, the three perfons, 
though nominally one God, were, in fad:; 
confidered as three parts of one whole, 
though fomc of them will be found to ex- 
prefs three wholes, and to be only one by 
their poflcffioh of fome common property. 
Indeed, the fubjedl did not admit of any 
thing better. 

The moft confpicuous of the emblems of 
the trinity is that of the fun. '* Know," 
fays the writer quoted above, whofe work 
has been afcribed to Athanafius, *' from 

J Poftea confurrexit Frater Raymundus, de trinitate 
verba faciens, aitquejudaeis: agnofcite tandem trinitatem. 

Deus enim fapientia, voluntate ac intelleflu conftat. • 

Caeterum, rex in banc rem proponebat fimilitudinem, 
quam corrupt! et corruptores magiftri ilium docuerant. 
Vino, inquiebat, tria haec infunt : fapor, color, et odor, 
atquc iria ifta res eadem funt. R. Nachman. p. 58.59. 

" this 



Chap. X. after the Council of Nice. ^6j 

'^ this, that as the fun has three perfons, fo 
** the one God has three perfons : For the 
*/ fun's diik is the type of the Father, the 
** beam is the type of the Son, and the 
** light is the type of the Holy Spirit. Say, 
'* therefore, thus^In the fun there is a 
** diik, a beam, and light; but we do not 
** fay there are three funs, but only one. 
** So likewife in God the Father, Son, and 
" Holy Spirit, are not three Gods, but one 
** God*/' But it is obvious to remark, 
that neither the beam of light, nor the light 
itfelf, can be called a fun^ as the Son and 
Holy Spirit are called God. Equally de- 
fective is Bafil's comparifon of the three 
perfons in the trinity to the rainbow and its 
colours, *' the fubftance of virhich," he fays, 
*' is one, but their diftindtion manifeft, 
** though they run into one another "f-/' 

* Yiax £K roJIou yiyvwniSi ok tocnn^ o rs^ sri Tfurpoawro^^ ^o^^ 
^ ct$ %to^ Tpunmoro3t>g' rv^og yap n weQpog ert o^ffxogo ifiucatcf^ 
rtmog m vik eriv v aoStg^ TVWogrsepyiH w&ffjuSog en ro ^f ra nPus* 
3^ mn iiloif, Shct ts y}^<8, iuntog^ axrtg^ j^ fa^ s Xeto^cop 3k rptig 
71?^, oTv^A sva ^ fAOvov* ofioiag j^ an Se^c, mahpy vtog^ j^ ayu» 
Tnvfia sig 9fo^ jy « rpug. Opera, vol. 2. p- 437. 

"f D/TTTsp yap SKsivo svfJLSv EsiMOLla mt aavsa m aspoff vo>Aa ik 
g9 aik ^ip(>}(xalx fcuvovlaif t^ (poaf^pfog "s^ itapopagrovlon itaytyvaano' 

I /JLiT 
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The pretended Dionyfius Areopagita, 
with great ingenuity, compares the Mmon 
and diftlnSlnefs of the three perfons in the 
trinity, to the perfeft union, and perfed: dif- 
tindtnefs^ of the light of a number of lamlps 
in a room, none of which can be diftin- 
guifhed from that of the others ; and yet 
that they are really diftindt, appears by re- 
moving one of them, when it takes its own 
light only along with it, and leaves that 
which belonged to the reft *. 

To pafs from the fun to vifion^ I fhall 
here obferve, that Auftin fays, *^ we have 
" an emblem of the trinity in the thing that 
*' is {c^n^ the impreflion that it makes upon 

ilepov. M. Calecain Combcfis, vol. 2. p. 243. 

* KjOU yav opcofjLSV ev oijcco ^oT^^v zvovlm >^ii7r%pavy 'sjpo^ sv rt ^u; 

evsfxeva'^ ra ^avlcov (pccla, t^ fjuav cay>^ aiuocpilcy avaT^/xTTovIa k^ 

9IK av '»ig^ a; oifiai, l^uvailo Ts3e th TsafjLTrhnp®' to ^w^ a'^o rw o^- 

y^uv^ £K T8 nffovla ra (pala "sieptex^^^ oipoq ^loatpivcu^ ;^ tSsiv ocvm 

^cUsp^i halepw^ o>m £v D>JDig afjLiyo); aufHeKptxfjLsvm * a^O^ )^ sva u tov 

Tij Twv 'srupcm vyrsitxyayot ts ^ufAoliH Cwe^sT^su^bIm y to o.jieiov 
WKca ^wf, BOfv T/ Twv {\ipm ^(Jlm sv savlo) C^\s7r,a:rccfjLSvov^ U th 
taJln to; J eJepoi^ HoCioc^iTfW. De Divinis Nominibus, cap. 2* 
p. 170. 

^* the 
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^ the eye, and the fenfe of vifion -f-." But 
this isftillmore defedlive than the preced- 
ing. 

The greateft number of illuftrations of 
the triinity, by the ancients, is drawn from 
the confideratiorl of the mindof^nan and its 
properties ; and they were led to look for 
theft illuftrations here, rather than in other 
parts of nature; becaufe man, being made 
after the image of God, they took it for 
granted that he muft refemble the trinity. 

Gregory Nyffen fays, that '* God made 
** fuch a creature as man, becaufe he intend- 
** ed to publifh the myftery of the holy tri- 
** nity, that being difficult to be under- 
*^ ftood, man might have in liimfelf an 

t'ltaque potiffimum teftimonio utamur oculonim. T$ 
cnim fenfiis corporis maxime -excellit, et eft viiioni mentis 
pro fui generis diverfitate vicinior. Cum igitur aliquod 
corpus videmus, hxc tria, quod facillimum eft, coniide* 
randa funt et dignofcenda. Prima ipfa res quam videmus, 
five lapidem, ftvealiquam flammam, five quid aliud quod 
videri oculis poteft, quod utique jam eflc poterat, et ante- 
quam videretur. Deihde vifio qua6 non erat, priufquam 
rem illam objeSam fenfui fentiremus. Tertio quod in ea 
re quse videtur, quamdiu vidctur (cnfum detinet oculorum, 
id eft, animi intentio. De Trinitate, lib. 11. cap. 2. 
vol. 3. p. 379. 

Vol. II. Bvb *• image. 
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<^ image^ likenefs, and pattern of the holy- 
^^ trinity^/' Even the Platonifts had gope 
before the orthodox in fuppoiing that tljicre 
was fomething in the conftitution of the 
mind of man, correfponding to the threp 
great principles in nature. This U. ftrongly 
cxpreiTed by Plotiniu-f*. 

Of fuch illufbrations as thefe^ fhc. wnt-^ 
ings of Auftin particularly contain agnear 
variety 1 but he was preceded in tbiem. by 
bis mafter Ambrofe, and alio by another 
writer, whofe work has been Mcrib^d to 
Athanaiius ; who fays, ^^ man, viz. tbff foul 
^^ of man» is the image of Godj but the 
** foul of man, being one, has thr^ by- 
^* poftafes, and three perfons. How ? 
^ Hear. The foul is one perfon, but the foul 
^* generates logos ^ i. e. reafon^ and now the 

* Aia yap rouHnif t^ yuam Tnv ouiiav toihIov (w o dfo; nah^Mivaatv^ 

SSTit^ BfJLi>0^ £V XOCfM) XlfipVX%fCU TO TYJ^ ccyiof T^fO^ fwniPWf 

$ii itjffSfijamvlov re j^ axc3a>anrlw * tvet sxn cy taula o mot ojum ^ 
K^ oiMiuaiv $E», Tvic Bixova x) o/maciv t^ TUf rvxHg t^ ra vofaJby- 

ftcQa mg aryiof TfiaJbj. In Gen. I. 26. Opera, vol. i. 
p. 863. 

;^ wag Yifjuv T(tu}a sivat. >ry6) i^ an sv twj a^^otg. En. 5. lib. i. 
cap. 10. P«49i« • 

•• reafpn 
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** reafon is another perfon. The foul emits 
*' th^ breath' '^ (01: fpirit) << and behoici the 
•^ fpirit i$ another perfon. Behold then 
*^ three perfons, t\i^ fouU reajm^ and^/r//*,'- 
On this very carious illuftration^ no par- 
ticular renxarks will be expected. 

Aojibrofe makes the in^telleSi^ the w/V/, zjidi 
*' |he tmm^ry^ eoaiblenas of the trinity; and 
faySj,^* The intellc<3: is the foul, the will is 
V the foul,, and the memory is the foul ; 
** and yet there are not three fouls in 
** one body, but one foul, having three dig- 
•' nities, or attributes/' He fays farther^ 
" as the Son is generated out of the Father^ 
" and the Spirit proceeds, from the Father 
" and the Son, fo the will is generated out 
^ of the intelkdt, as is eafily underftood by 
^ thofe who have knowledge "f-/* 

* Ife >sovjrovy av^paTTo^ «x«v en ts Sfi«, rrytsv n ^^"n « avSfw-* 
vma €X!£t n 4^»» • ^ '^'ftjf , oHHJov . sriv n ^t/X'f ^ 'arpoaayjrov . i? 

Tjiflf, 4^^y ^070^1 ;j^ 'srvon. Opera, vol. 2. p» 439. 

f ba et anima ititolledhis, anima voluntas, anima me*- 
moria : non tamen tres animse in urq. corpore fed una ani* 

B b 2 naa 



37* 






,/ib^*!'^*"*^ 






But ^«*''''. 










t\vat ^ ^Yic 



tVi* 



of «ve^ ,^ ate ^^es 

^-<^';It e.e-0^ ^,_ 






« to 



JO* 



VjabcTS 



a\gp»' 



ttcs u--- ^^^ gjjoqtte V- ^ g^b» 









quo 



Ivbet tf« 



«Sii 



ex 

0- 

• • 



1- 









m^- 






■peos, «^ ^^.^A e 






>{»> 






iua«^ 



irtiaS'* 






iao 



a??* 



\o 



{iflv^i^ 



, quod »ft 
\u ca e 









Chap. X. after the Council of 'Nice. 373 

« memory^ and will of man, each of them 
** being employed in the ads of each." So 
he fays, ** the whole trinity operates in the 
** voice from the Father, the flefli of the 
** Son, and the dove of the Holy Spirit, 
** though they are feparately referred to 
*^ each of them*." He alfo. compares the 
trinity to the mind^ its knowledge^ and its. 
love'\'* Again, he fays, ^'^to^be^ to know^ 
*^ and /ow/7/, rare properties that; mutually 
** involve each other ; and yet belong to one 
** foul;" and this he gives as an illuftratioa 
of ^e trinityj. ,i ,, . :j . 

. .Manuel Caleca fays it would-be more 
proper to denominate the three perfons 
from the nature of the foul, mind, reafon^ 

* £t quemadmodum cum memoriam meam et intellec- 
turn et voluntatem nomine, fin^ula quidem nomina ad 
res fingulas rcferunt, fed tamen ab omnibus tribus fingulis 
fa£bi f^nt : nullum enim horum trium nominum eft, quod 
non et niemoria et intelledus et voluntas mea fimul ope* 
rata fint : ita trinitas fimul operata eft et voqem patris^.et 
carnem &lii, et columbam ipiritus fan&i, cum ad fingulas 
perfpnas hxc fingula referant, De Trinitate, lib. 4^ 
cap. ao- Opera, vol. 3. p. 314.' 
.. "t*. Ibid.Ub. 9. c^p. 3* p-36o. 

% Dico autem hsc tria^ efle, nofle, v^Ue, ConfeiT. , lib^ 
13. cap. 11^ Opera, vol. i. p. 219. . . ^ ; : * 

B b 3 and 
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afid kxrti than from the tMilf7/'bi|r t&t^iiittii^ 
6f Father/ Son, and Spitjt*.'? ^ ' ;' J-'-. ' ; 
afiGregoty J'««*nzen thottght th« *fie 
fi^. Its '^5tfe/?iHJ?, «nd its-il^f, Weit-W 
tti^blem ll^f tht ' t rhiity, - as - iibt heing - di- 
vided mm. etK* othV t:^" ■•:«« alfo' t(iBi-' 






«tofes the trihity to the »*. intrflta, i»t^, ^ — 
iWtfdd; and •»»»*«, fpifit',-6f; man j but' at 
khbwledges'that it is in>j^brA^|i" 
JA^rcOrtlihg'td Methodiu«,^«iit«id byOr 
fdiy Nyffciffi -*« thts /oi?r'lht'fl««i//'^<fc»^( 
«%he"^/jHff x)f a man, aVe'^iii^lcms^df 'di^.«a( 
" trinity ; the foul which i* '>tthb(%diiBtt 



^* logos, wfiich 'ts ' generaff9^'XTit ^onV itti 



f \ '1 



' I 



/jiiv Tov few var, JL Tioyoir, 3^ ayoTrrtf; u morn It6fitc8l&' makfd^ ^ ^ 
tnm^ ^ mvfsoiia, auhv ovofxafjovltg. Tit ftiftcipiis, in CoffibcnE^n^^ 
Vol. a. p. 233- 

f Ot^ fim Tfoit XM TOf vttv rn mo^pgpm X'^'p^^^'^ wrA^ ^ 

f4|, -cy^/tAeeru toh«uv r^ ^uxtftffiv wnw w Onmi «ofe.. Or. "45.^.7 1^^ 
X AJloi h fAiav xai tvI^ avh; tihtcu ftmp ^aMo^^ 4BM|p90V) At 

Or. 13. p. 211. - ; I .!;-v . - 

br-. i J y «« the 
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the fpirit, or breathy vyhich frtceedetb^ 
the Holy Spirit ; Snd there is this far^ 
** ther analogy, that the logos is two- 
*' fold, internal and external, which corre- 
♦* fponds to the two-fold nature of Chrift*." 
" The foul,*' fays this writer again, ** has 
^* three powers, the rational^ irajcible^ and 
** concupifcible faculties, another emblem of 
*' the trinity.f '' 



* A>^^ yt^P/n avlo to K»'fi^ala/\f ts koH tatotfct xca xaff ofjum* 
ffn &AafA£V^ «76); Kola rag vKQdXJ^orug Sktleu/^iey to /Aovajii^y tti; £y. 
TftoSi fhohlloi. ^oiov Se £n t«7o; £y3n^oy o?* i rtfAsle^a wSoiv '^ux?^^ 
not rauki voe^ >^og xcu o yag. oviiva o avoroXog ^meufjux *BS§6(rn' 
iofeOo"^^ ok iiaiUhsuelM aymg rtfjiag Bivou m ^^vxin^ mi to trayoctlt^ kdu 
IV «rtv«^7i» Aitmloq fABv yap 'tsoiKv irtv n 4^</xv *eu avctSid^^ &^ 
rvKW oyevtirrs km ts eacuii^s, ^sa mou^ *aal^ * hk ay&nnHo^ h o wsfo^ 
auk; >jaiyou '^"^ ^ ^y^ ymapjevog afp!la>s^ 9tou atogcSoig km omfiAn^ 
vtylcii^ KM a7ra^u(. 

To ik fsa^aib^oli^ov rav 'sotqajioim t^Iov skeivo eriy, oli ^u* 
Xny ftEv a7r>cnv riva .sxo/aev, ofjtoiag km vaiv fjtova^tKov km octruv^ilov *' 
^oyov 3c imXof sxovls;^ rov mHov tuv ymso'iv km sva Kcti Ofji^^irov 
fu>^aThfjimv. In Gen. 1.26. Opera, vol. i. p. 858. 859; 

+ O^sy ]y rpfABpi *BoCKaf mUtv np n/Ailtpay 4^yxw *^ b7£^ov^ 
^a vrgoTTov 01 efo) o-ofoi 'avat cofierdylo^ s^i^ijaihuGy mfhw ^jkovIz^ 
tX^cOf 1^ y>oyi^iKa9 KM ^uiwtm^ QW6>g ^.a /asv th erAufAiiliKH 'zspog rn» 
vi^&t aya7n\v omaitlniM * ^la i$ m hoytruta Trsf tsaf aula yvcaa-iv 
id vofuof ffffhxHm * ha 3k th dt^ imf ret rnnufMSa rns vovih 
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Chap. X. after the Council of Nice.- yj7 

wife oney than as having one common . na- 
ture. Athanafius, confidering this quef- 
tion, fays, *' Since the Father is called 
** God, the Son God, and^ the Holy Spirit 
** God ; how is it that tliere are. not three 
^* Gods," anfwers, *' that where there is a' 
•* common nature, the name of the dignity^ 
** is likewife common**.'' He illuftrates 
this by God's calling : the whole Jiuman:: 
t^x:^^ by the name of man^ in the fingular 
number, and by Mofes fpcaking of the 
horfe and the borfeman being drowned in the. 
red fea^.when, in fadl, 'great numbers of, 
each fort were intended. *^i If this," fays. 
he, ** be the cafe with refpeft to. mien, who 
*' differ fo much as they da from each 
** other, fo that all men may be called one 
** man, much .more may we call the tri- 
** nity one God ; when their dignity is 
** undivided, they have one kingdom, one 
** power, will, and energy, which diftin- 
*f guiflies the trinity from created things f." 

* K«ti ^atdi ^wi S'vpdLlai Kty^ffd^dl o 'vctlnp d-i^^ xj o vioc 

o^» KoiVA Tit Tnf ^vo'iaft Koivoy x.eti ov.oyi,A 7V( cL^Mfm De 
Comsnaoi Efientia, Opera, vol. I. p.2i3. / 
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ZttA^.X, after the Council i>f Nkt; 379 

•They are three in number, but not on at- 
' count of a diverfity of nature> or bfeart*/* 
When the trinity was compared to Peter, 
fames, and John, and it was obferved that 
:hey were three diftihdtmen, Gregory Nyf- 
fen replies, ^^firft, that though this be the 
* cafe with men, it is not fp with God.'' He 
if ter wards fays, that " th^ term is im- 
'^ proper, and that it is ah abufe of language 
^^ i^lthis cafe to fay three men^ {of that it is 
" the fame thing as faying there are three 
*' human natures .-f*.*' He alfo fays, that 

r ' ' ■ 

*m 

O, Tf6/< [JLIV ilffl et/s\' K T^ilK Af^fttTOl , A. Iluf I O, o]^ 

n\ivt Uffiv AV^^soTToi oTttv avofJLoittv lyoaiv 7nv Xctf/i«r, «f 
EAAKf, KCU luadLt^, KOLi yj'i^tetv^ • oJav J^i TO cit/Jfl Myn^ 

iU $"% iV KVflco, fJLKlf 4l/^WI' fX^I'Tc^ KdU [JLtaf KafJ^lCtf . KAl 

Ad. Anomaeos, Opera, vol. 5. p. 27;. 

ro ^u^s/ Tir ttvjnJ^UKvoiJLiPovf ttTttpi^yLn^Artu *ifK^^vi]tiiti^ 

^vpJiKtiv a'AyLo^xrutf )i trpo»'/i;^»ft«rd<,— *flif*fr tottvv tffJ\bf 
ftiilAy^fmriP nm irvvn^vfti iipeti T6 t^f hirfirixivti rn ^tAfit 
Xflt]* Avjoro TW^ pVtrk'tsf''OPb}iii: ^^ivf}iK»i</ptfAti^UP,Kci$ 

oroAAAi ^vffUf Av^^c-jTivcLt. Opera, vol. 8. p. 449. 

** though 
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^* though. ,tl^e;. men are three, the Father, 
*' Son, and. Spirit are not, becaufe all their 
** actions are joint, and none of them does 
'f any thing feparately *•" ** With refped 
** to men," he fays, ** there is no danger of 
*' being led^ into any miftake, as if .more 
*Vhuman natures were intended : but the 
** language of fcripture is more exadt with 
** refped: to God, left more divine natures 
** ftiould be underftood, and therefore we 
** are told, that there is but one God -f-.'* 

This writer expreff^s himfelf more con- 
cifely, and to the purpofe, when he fays,. 
" they are not ihrecy becaufe there is one di- 
** vintyX.^' And alfo Bafil, when he fays^ 

iS'ict^oVTCoi iVi^yii 71 yjo^i^ Ttf ^viviXftTo^. Ibid. p. 455. 
■f /^lATnTo Av^f6}T\ii avyy^co^u 'Z^^tid^vvTiKu^ ovoy.et^iL, . 

S'ioL 70 [Jii^S'im 7C0 T0/K7fi) (F'/J\}lA7t 7«f ^OiVWi H^ ^ht\^Oi tL » 
^ ^(0^07^)7 COV 7 Aii VTrOVOtetti iH.'7r/'7r7Cip, [JLnS'i VOfJLtl^UU 'zro^^^t 

av^^eoTiyoji (^vffui (rnf^euvio'^ctt , //* to ^^ti^vv7iKcoi e^ct^ 
yi\^v,ya.t to th^ (pv(rieoi oyoyiA. to A ^loi ^m»v^apct,7i'rn- 

fni^LiV^Jf K<t7et 70V iVl^OV i^dyyihh^t 7V7ro\\ TBTO 'Sr^fO/ZW'S'y- 

^.eyw, TO /txw S'tdL(pQ^^i (pv(nii ex/ t«j ^iiAf z^iAi iv t» -yA;;- 
•d-yj'TUM (rnuAffict 7ay ^iav '^Afii^ayic^At* J^jq, (^n^l, kv 
p/o? -^fto?, ;tyf /o? €/f er/F. Ibid... p. 45 ?• 

t A/ce 7t vv a 7§iti ; 07/ /x«rt '3'i&P7nf., Olt I. Opera^ vol, 
I. p. 14K 
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^' to thofe who acciifc us of makiftg three 

^* Gods, we anfwer, that we acknowledge' 

^* one God, not in number, but in na- 

^ ture*." It is very extraordinary, that men 

:fliould exprefs themfelves in this manner, 

and yet imagine that they were not tritheifts. 

This writer alfo fays, *' a king and his 

** image do not make two kings -f/V But 

then the image of a king is not a king, 

tholigh he would maintain that Chrift, the 

image of God, was himfelf Gbd; 

' Cyril of Jerufalem varies this compari-' 

fon, when he fays, *' the Father refembles a 

•* king, who has a fon, who is a king alfo, 

** and who gives his orders to be executed 

** by his fon % ;** but here unhappily there 

are two kings, and not one. 

?i^yisiJLi¥. Epift. 141. Opera, vol. 3. p. 164. , • ^ 

yi^®>, KAi ^A^iKiA h^yay top iv 76> nr^m^fg J'v.o jiAJif^iAf, 
ofAfi^oyii, imv 7i HKovAi kcu T(^ a %fiv ti UAay. Ham. 27. * 
Opera, vol* 1. p. 522. 

7»jKivnv tm; '70AiA?^. Cat. II. Opera, p. 146. 
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^. H AP . X, afi^ tht Council of Nice. 58 3 

' Holy Spirit, wHq w^s not begotten, hi;.t 

* proceeded. Forthisreafon/'hefays, *' God 

* did not brealthe into her the breath of life, 
' becaufe flje w^s tp be ^ type of the Holy 
^* Spirit */' 

He sidds, *' If this wa§ nqt intruded to, be 
^« a type of the trinity, why virere not three 
" or four progenitors made, each having 
^'' their feveral properties ? Whereas here 
*^ being an unbegotien^ a be^gotten^ and ope. 
" xhzi proceeded^ thsy Enaks ap e^^aiS type of 
** the trinity t-" 

Similar to the illuftrations of the trinity 
from the fub-divi(ipns,of the nxind of map^ 

* Tk fJLtv avaniov J9 oeyewiilH Aiofi ruwov ty sucova tx'^^ *^^ 
avoulta x) 'sraarruv anus. ^ovloKpalopog Sfs jy 'ScS^dq * ^ri^it ysmjla vih 
avla BMOvoc 'ff^iar/^a^cvhgf myfVffnlit.vuDy Xoyoy.T* $» • rns^is oc* 
*ifOfsylngEvag anfjiaivouaiiig TrvrovayiH 'mtviAoHo^ ^fFOf^vtminrofccffw^ 
2(0 aie evs^iMrncev av% dcof zrvonv. (aii)^^ iia ro rvTCcvavlw nvou mg 
Ts ayiH 'mei/fjLoSog 'movg xj ^mg% J^ Sb; to iAt»£iv auJny it ayiH vm/* 
fAalog hii£(T^M ^Eov 70V ov%; ovra ^aoelim *mom '%) (wpf» In Gen. i « 
26. Opera, vol. 1. p. 856. 

•f" £( 3e /Ai) a7« fAnh Kara nilo ro tear siHOva^ nri 3)j5ro7e /au Tf^- 
ffOQii-t^ ivo^ri 'SfT^toytg vnoraatig tosv 'apo'aocltpav yeyovaaij tra- 
pifO^yfjLevag tXHCctt rotg vTroralutag aJlm lilohflptg ; Xsyu Ss to ccyty- 
viUw »c} TO ytwutw, «) TO acmo^svlov^ cO^a r^tig n^ i/mag^ wi^ s^^tg 
H»r etkova km xa^* efMiuasv rimocnv TfiaSay ev fjiovaii i¥ tpiciv 
worofftciVy ftHc^ov ffi Uiirov (j^ew f^/JwvaHaev rptail^ Ibid. 

I are 
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3^4 *J^i DoSrme of the trinity ^ BpoK IF. 

arc thofc more ancient ones of the fountain, 
the river, and a draught of water; and 
•that of the root, the ftock, and the branch, 
which are adopted with variations by Auftin. 
But thefe all reprefent parts of one whoU^ or 
rather they are things that agree in one com- 
mon property 3 and in this very circuroftanc^^ 
it is, that Auftin makes the refemblance t» 
confiil; for, concerning the former hefays^ 
** they are all water," and concerning th^ 
latter, ** they are all wood *•" 

After fuch a trinity as this, can we won«» 
der that fome (hould be acknowledged by 
their friends to carry their orthodoxy into 
abfplute tritheifm. ** There are three dif- 
•* orders,'' fays Gregory Nazianzen, ** with 
•^ refped: to theology with us y one of 
** Atheifm, another Judaifm, and a third 
♦* tritheifm. Of the latter," he fays, " thofe 
** are guilty who are too orthodox among 

♦ Cum lUa r^gula nojninis mancat, utradix lignum fit, 
et robur lignum, ct rami lignum, non tum tria ligna dican- 
tur, fed unum. — Illud certe omnesconcedunt fi ex fonte 
tria'pocula impleantqr poffe did tria pocula, tres antcm 
aquas non poiTe dici, fed pmnijaounam aquam« De Fid. 
Opera, vol. 3. p. 146. 
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*' us*/' Or can any perfon be furprized 

at the rife of a fedt of tritheifts, of whom 

"vs^e have an account in ecclefiaftical hiftory+» 

After the exhibition of fo many wretched 

explications and illuftrations of the trinity, 

one cannot help approving the wifdom of 

thofe Fathers who were occafionally fen- 

£hle of their imperfedlion, and therefore 

acquiefced in the dodlrine, as exprefled in 

the ufual phrafeology, without pretending 

to underftand it at all. Thus a writer, 

^whofe work has been afcribed to Athana- 

lius, fays, ^* the trinity is an inexplicable 

•* myftery," not to be enquired into J. Ba- 

fil alfo fays, that *^ the myfteries of theo- 

^* logy require to be aflented to, Without 

<* previous reafoning§/' '' Let no one," 

ikys Gregory Nyflen, " infult us, becaufe 

*' we are not able to produce from all na- 

* Tf/ftjv yaf oy7«y ruv wv nssft tnv ^o>^ictv og^nifAalm AScws^ 
•a^ laibufrfM j^ 'aoT^^ust^* — Trig 3e rivsg rm opfoi'aaf nfuv o^^^ 
3b|<yy. Or. I. Opera, p. 16. 

f See Nicephori Hift. lib. i8, cap. 16 .vo^. 2. p. 872. 

J Af^ifov jy aweffarov to nij oyioj T^ia&j imifxf^ fuwTjfioF.. 
Opera, vol. 2. p* 232. 

• • § CW« 3>i sv jcj TO rm ^9>oym fMfnftw^ rm vimg aSaramn 
'mrsag zTiirilsi cirrmlo^giny^ In Pf. 115. Opera, vol. i . p. 270. 

Vol. II. C c " ture. 
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** ture a perfedt image of the trinity*/* 
Caflian fays, ** it is God's part to know, 
** ours to believe+/' And Julianus Pome- 
rius, Archbifhop of Toledo, fays, " that all 
•* the labour of human difputation is to be 
** fet afide, where faith alone is fufHcient J.'* 
This being the cafe, it certainly would 
have been much wifer in thefe writers not 
to have attempted to explain what, in its 
own nature, was incapable of being ex- 
plained; as all their attempts could only 
tend to cxpofe it, and them, to ridicule. It 
was alledged, however, that though the doc- 
trine of the trinity be myfterious and in- 
comprehenfible, there are likewife many 
things inexplicable to us in nature. In 
anfwer to thofe who objefted to the myftery 
of the trinity, Gregory Nazianzen fays, 

* My^Jfij Se ETTn^Eof £?« to; yjoya fin d'uvaiAeva roiocJhfv tv roi^ aciv 

ofjLoioWog "sj^og tyiv th 's^^oHsi/jLeva 'uo^a^acriv. Contra Eunomium, 
Or. 7. Opera, vol. 2. p. 206. 

i" Noftrum namque eft credere illius noffe. De Incar- 
natione, lib. i. cap. 5. p. gyp- 

X Poftponenda enim eft pmnis humanae difputationis in* 
duftria, ubi fides fufficiet fola. Contrajudaeos, lib. 2. Bib. 
Pat. vol. 5. p. 223, 

there 
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-there are myfteries in all nature, and in the 
wiind of man. *' If," fays he, ** you who 
^* enquire concerning thefe things do not 
"** underftand yourfelf, if you do not un- 
** derftand thofe things which you can ex- 
** amine with your fenfes, how can you 
^* underftand God, what and how great h6 
•* is? This is great folly*/' 

The authority of the church was alfo had 
recourfe to, as an argument to enforce the 
reception of what could not be proved or 
explained. '* Some tenets in the church,? 
fays Bafil, ** we receive as preserved in 
** writing, but fome are of apoftolical tra- 
" dition, handed down as myjieries^ both 
*' of which have the fame force. with re- 
** fpedt to piety, and no one will queftion 
** them, who is at all acqus^inted with the 
•* laws of the church -f.'* 

* El aaJiov sk ryvwj, oj tij », o tre^i thIov iia>£yofisvo^^ ei raJla 

«r«', £i^£V£Xi imo'KcuiQoaftig y 'StoXAik ts7o T>jf ^yio^. Or. 2g. 
Opera, p. 493. 

-f Toy ev Tn EHfiXmTta *8r£pf/\oiyfxevav ioyfjuilw hcu xsfuyfAotlavj ra 

rrof aJhftv vrx^ ^X^^ ^^^ tw svasSeiav • xai mlots aiiig avlB^Ei og ri^ 

C c 2 ft 
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Audin pleaded for implicit faith by the 
authority of the prophet Ifaiah. ** It was 
** therefore," he fays, " rationally faid by 
** the prophet (chap, vi.) unlefs ye believe, 
** ye will not underftand; where he doubt* 
** lefs diftinguifties thefe two things, and 
** advifes that we firfl believe that we may 
** be able to underftand what we believe 1 
*^ fo that it feems reafonable that faith 
** fhould precede reafon */* 

The Fathers having meditated fo much 
on the number three, it is no wonder that 
they fliould have got a kind of fondnefs for 
it, and have thought that there was fome* 
thing very wonderful in it. Epiphanius 
has taken pains to colled: all the inftances 
of this facred number from the fcriptures, 
and he makes above one hundred of them-f-. 

yt tcav ncSot fjuK^ov yjsv Se^/xajv etcxMciaTiKOiv TSZirBi^cOau. De Sp. 
S. cap. 27. Opera, vol. 2. p- 351- 

* £t iJco rationabiliter cli(Slum eft per prophetam : nifi 
credideritis, non intelligetis. Ubi proculdubio difcrevit 
hxc duo, deditque confilium quo prius credamus, ut id 
quod credimus intelligere valeamus, Proinde ut fides pre« 
cedat rationem, rationabiliter vifum eft. Epift. 222, Ope- 
ra, vol. 2. p. 859. 

t De Nummorum Myftcriis> Opera, vol. 2. p. 304. 

AuiUa 
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Auiiin having mentioned twelve attri- 
butes of God, reduces thenni all to three, 
viz. eternity^wifdom^ and happinefs. V Thefe 
^* three," he fays, ** are a trinity, v^rhich we 
** call God j and, perhaps, in the fame man- 
** ner in which we reduce the twelve attri- 
*' butes to thefe three, the three may be 
<< reduced into any one of them. For if, 
** in the divine nature, wifdom and power 
** be the fame thing, or life and wifdom, 
*' why may not eternity and wifdom, or 
*^ happinefs and wifdom, be the faq[ie 
" thing *.'* I need not repeat upon this 
occafion, what I have before obferved con- 
cerning the metaphyfics of the ancients ; 
and thofe of the philofophers wi^re no bet- 
ter than thofe of the Fathers. 

* 

f Nunc igitur cum dicimus, acternus, fepieRs, beatus, 
hsc tria font trinitas, quae appellatur Deus : redegimus 
qi|idem ilia duodecim in iftam paucttatem trium, fed eo 
modo forfitan poi&imus et haec tria in unum aliquod horum. 
Nam fi una eademque res in Dei natura pot^fl: efTe fapientia 
et potentia, aut vita et fapientia, cur npn una eademque 

* 

rqi efle poffit in Dei nature setemitas et fapientia, aut bea* 
titudo et fapientia. De Tnnilat^ lib. i j.xap. 6. Opeca, 
voL 3. p. 446; 

Cc 3 Auftia 



'three. ^^^,a beca^^®, ^etfeft^"^ .. be 
ifn iacte^i' f.tbe ?^^ A fibre?' "^ 

...parts o« ?^ ,Vve ttvtv^'^' , jur^r. ^ 

^ °^'?' \Wtc 'D«^' ^*'. fe% t=^^^^^'- lus eft 
.■t,u5Ustv^«^='^,esetSoVv*^, 
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But, perhaps, the moft curious circum- 
Aance relating to the number three^ that 
the reading of thefe Fathers can furnifh, is 
th€ following, which was thought worthy 
of being recorded by Auftin, ** One Fa- 
^* ther Valerius/' he fays, *^ thought that 
** it was particularly ordered by Providence, 
** that the word falus^'' which fignifies 
healthy or falvation^ in Latin, " in the lan- 
*^ guage of the Carthaginians" (which was 
of Phoenician origin) ** fhould fignify three ^ 
^\ox the myftery of the trinity*/' In 
Hebrew, t^*^ is three ^ which is one proof, 
among many others, of the derivation of 
the Cq^rthaginians from the Phoenicians. 

ftrant nobis trinitatem Deum, in trinitate numeri men* 
fur» et ponderis, feciffc omnem creatiiram* Queftiones, 
65. Opera, vol. 4* p. 684. 

* Quod pater Valerius animadvertit admiras. In quorun- 
dam rufticanorum coUocutione cum alter alteri dixiffet] 
falus, quaefivit ab eo qui et Latine noflet et punice, quid 
effet falus : refpoafum eft, tria . tum ille agnofcens cum 
gaudio falutem noftram effe trinitatem, convenientiam 
linguarum non fortuitu fic fonuiffe arbitratus ell, fed oc* 
cultiffima difpenfatione divinae providentiae ; ut cum La- 
tine ^nominant falus, a punicis intelligant, tria : etcum, 
punici lingua fua tria nominant, Latine intelligant, falus^ 
Ad. Rom. Opera, vol, 4. p. 1181. 

Cc4 CHAP- 
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CHAPTER XI. 

Of the Arguments by which the DoSirine of 
the I'rinity was defended^ 

S E C T I O N L 

Arguments from the Old Tejlament. 

TT A V I N G given a view of the doc- 
trine of the trinity in all its variatiohSt 
with the feveral illujimtions of it, I fliall 
now proceed to (hew in what .manner jt 
was defended by its ancient advocates ; and 
it is eafy to imagine that all their argu- 
ments muft be drawn from the fcriptures^ 
as it was always acknowledged that nature 
teaches no fuch dodtrine, though it had 
been imagined that it was capable of being 
illuftrated by fome natural objects. Thefe 
arguments from fcripture I fhall arrange 
according to the order of the books from 
which they are drawn. 

It will be thought extraordinary, that 
the very firft verfe in the book of Genefis, 

which 



1 
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which aflerts the creation of all things 

by one God, ftiould, notwithftanding this, 

have been imagined to teach the doftrine of 

' the divinity of Chrift. But it arofe from this 

circumftance. Among other fynonyms of 

the divine nous^ or logos ^ apxn ( principle ) as 

has been obferved, was one; being taken 

from one of the Platonic principled of 

things i and this having being interpreted 

to fignify Cbriji^ wherever that word is 

ufed in the Greek tranflation , of the Old 

Teftament, feveral of the Fathers thought 

that they had a right to fuppofe that Chrift 

was intended. Since, therefore, Mofes fays 

that in the beginning (ev ofx*?) God created the 

heaven and the earth, they thought it was 

the fame as if it had been faid, that God, 

in Chriji, or by Chrijl, made the. heavens 
and the earth. Theophilus fays, that in the 
i»fx*» means by the «f^> L c« ^s an iaftru- 
ment*. 

** In the principium, that iSjinChrifty' fays 
Amfcrofe, *' God made the heaven and the 

* Ev <«fX'i c^wn^fiv Q 5eoj tqv apoc^ov^ rklerk 3ia rug a^x^i y^y^vn* 

ff^M tcv sfowv. Ad. Autolycum, lib. 2, p. 97. 

*^ earth." ^ 



.4 



tuir'*!caa we underftaiad rbttt the .Soq». 

• 

^ £Dr lie himfelf anfwered the Jews» who 
^. <iucftioned him concerning himfiblfv the- 
\*.prin€ipium who fpeaks to yoa-f ♦*• . We 
fen4ei: that paflage/ the fame 'that J f mi 
tmtayoujrom the Seginning. 
) . . A9^^ a proof that Mofes was not ignanmt 
that:lhe world was made by. the, living 
and' iubftantial )RFord of God, Cyril of Alex* 
ahdiria alledges God's (zying^I:^ there h 
i^bt^'^nd then wus light y iSt ^Y^ . 






* In hoc ergo prindpio, id' eft in Cbnffo» fecit Deus 
coclunret terrain. Hcxameron, lib. i. Opera^ vol. i. 
p. 6. 

: t Quid aut principium intelligendum patabioiust nifi 
filium ? Ipfe enim de fe ipfo interrogantibus Judaeis quis 
cfTet) refpondit : principium qui et loquor vobis. 65* 
Queft. Opera, vol. 4. p. 675. 682. 

X Eva yaq *^ ajlog rev fvatt te «} Oh&ag ^laompurlei ^£w, ae 
Tfyvonftag roviiHTa vaila 'srapnQcu mpo^ ytncriv^ rw ^wla t£ p^u 
a^ evtnros-oSov >^ov aulny )^ ro iv Seo) re xj el aula 'svevfjta {aoTTouv^ 
70 3i vta^ m xlum nssiimoyLsm • ipn yof pli ev ocpx^ eTtoimsv ^og 
Tov spavav t^ tyiv yw, w^a^tfwwJcrspov &, J^ ftjj cv Pfaxej t% >oy^ 
ysveaiapyov ruv o>.m anto^wag auhv sTrsis^afelai to iirtyit/JUty xj 

vTTOPiiv ra sk ovla ^oJe^ ^aoyoveilou 3k x; ev Wfevfjiali • bi'ttb pio'of 
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This paflage, one would rather think, 
w^s a proof that the world was made not by 
2, fubjiantial ov perfonifiednjoordy but by the 
fimple word, or mere power of God. But 
in the age of Cyril, the term word, or 
whatever implied word, fuggefted the idea 
of the living and fubftantial logos. 

TertuUian exprefles his diflike of this 
interpretation, and fays that principium in 
in this place, is fynonymous to initium, Be- 
ginning *. Jerom alfo fhews the fame good 
fenfe upon this occafion, faying that ^^ ac- 
*' cording to both the Greek and the He- 
** brew, it ought to be repdered in t6e be^ 
*^ ginning'f.'' 

'^ogy )^ vymTo «Ttfj. Contra Julianum, lib. i. Juliani, Op. 
vol. 2. p. 21. 
♦ Ita principium, five initium, inceptionis efle verbum 

iion alicujus fubftantiae nomen. Nam et ipfum princi- 
pium, in quo Deus fecit ccelum et terram, aliquid vo- 
lunt fuiife quad fubAantivum et corpulentum, quod in ma- 
teriam interpretari poffit. Adv.Hermogenem,S. 19. p.240. 
+ In principio fecit Deus ccelum et terram plerique 
exiftimant, ficut in altercatione qnoque Jafonis et papifci 
fcriptum eft et Tertullianus in lib : contra Praxeam dif- 
putat, nee non Hilarius in expofitione cujufdam pfalmi 
afErmat, in Hebraeo haberi : in iilio fecit Deus ccelum et 
terram : quod falfum efle, ipfius rei Veritas comprobat, 
jiam et feptuaginta interpretes €t Symmachus, et Theo- 

dotion. 




39* ^^"^ ,^ V^»-- ^""^r 

. from Rev .xxu- ^3- ^ in all re- 

-?«*. " r ,c he cannot \>e '^^ . ^ 

t^-e ^^ %^t the son U t^^ f^^^^^^s 
fp^^** ved " it is fold m f ^^*^^fc, 

.. clearly P^°7' drinus, *' f^^"^ ^° 
^f Clemens /^ 

tuna eft, ^er ^^^ ^ o «rx* 

Comment ^"^-^'J. .^ J.W«« <r«?"« :^ ,^S«.?«««• 
^:T-^--*^^'^^^' fays 

• I. p. 197' 
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fays, that " the Son is the afx»i and afTra^x?^ of 
*' all things, of whom we muft learn the 
*' caufc, the Father of all, the moft ancient, 
*' and the benefadtor of all*.'* In another 
paiTage he calls Chrift the «fx»J; faying, 
** becaufe the logos was from above, he is 
" and was the divine afx»i of all things. 
** This logos, the Chrift, was the original 
** author of our being ; for he was in Cod, 
" and of our well being. This logos has 
** now appeared to men, he alone being both 
** God and man, the author of all good to 
'' usf ." 

« 

Theophilus alfo fpeaks of the logos, as 
** having been in God, as the a^x?t. the Spirit 
<* of God, who fpake by the prophets, 

•s. 

* To "BfijStHtfcv • £v 76rB^w, T»ir axffNW j^ canxqxav a^yypf te 

oAor, Toy 'srcSe^x ruf oMnf^ to vfia€irw j^ vasflw BysfysruuJIahv* 
Strom. 7. p. 700. 

i* At^* ot( fisv w Xoyo; cauSsv^ ofxn ^eia rav vaUm nvTB jy^ 
€ny . olih w» ovofAot tKotS^fj to ^oCKou na^uxru^*£9av^ StwaftEoi; €^109^ 
XP^o^i *oum otTfAa iJtoi naCkflm, Soq yis9 T^cyog Xf^rog^ x) rts 
€t9ca 'aaywtt rifici^ • rtv ya^ sv Ssfi>* J^ ra B/mcu • W9 %! BTnpcofn aev- 
^foivou; czvlof So^ >oyoi^ funo^ OfAfa^ dso^ tc j^ av^fu'Jro;^ aTTceilwv 
nfjuf aSiog ctyo&m . ^a^ 9 ro tu (m vAiaffKOfxem^ U( otJioy (artf 
mapetfjrefAvofju&a. Ad. Gentes, Opera, p. 5. 

i *'God, 



« 
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<« God, therefore, having his own logos in 
♦^ his own bowels, generated him with his 
** wifdom, throwing him out before all 
•^ things. This logos, generated by him- 
•* felf, he ufed as his affiftant, and by him 
*^ made all things. He is called the a^yy^^ 
^^ becaufe he rules and governs all things 
** that are made by him. He, therefore, 
*' being the Spirit of Gpd *, and the a^, 
•* and wifdom, arid fupreme power, went 
♦* into the prophets, and by them fpake 
^* concerning the maker of the world, and 
*^ all things. For there were no prophets 
** when the world was made, but the wif- 
•* dom of God, which was in him, and the 
** holy logos, which is always with himf." 

* It is obfervable, that Theophilus makes the logos to be 
the fame with the Spirit^ ^vsufji:z. Eufebius alfo fays, that 
Xoy©- and miEuiJLa have no difference with refpciSl: to God. 
It is, indeed, impoflible that they fhould have conceived 
any difference between them, and yef this circumflance 
throws great confufion into the orthodox fyflem. 

•\ E%ajv 8v ^£0i rov Baula T^oyov Bv^ia^slov sv TOig i^ioig cTr^ayxwig, 
tysyyriasv avIovfAElct rrig sauJa (TO^kx; £^s^ev^ccij,£v@- "s^^o ruv oT^v, Hilov 
Tov T^ov £(tX£v vTm^yGv Tcav VTT aula ysyEvr.fjLSvo^v^ )t) Si aula ra 'mavla 
*s:e7roiYiK£V • s^ >£.y(lou ap^n, oli a^x^i ^ Hv^ievei "siavluv ruv Si ailJn 

crio); 
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However, the term a^x^ was not fo ap- 
propriated to Chrift, but that it was common 
to all the three great principles of things^ and' 
of courfe belonged to the Father, even with 
refpeft to Chrift; and therefore Cyril of 
Alexandria, after obferving that the Father 
is ** an eternal principle to the Son," fays, 
that ** by ofxi in the introdudion to the 
** gofpel of John, the blefled evangelift 
" feems to fignify the Father*/' 

That there was fome kind of fuperiority 
in the Father in confequence of his being 
the original («fxi) or caufe (at7wf) was always 
acknowledged by the moft orthodox. This 
is expreflly aiTerted by Gregory Nazianzeri, 
at the fame time that he fays, the Son is 
equal to the Father as to his natute. On 
this principle, he fuppofes that Chrift meant 
-to fay that the Father was greater than hei. 
** Tljat God," he fays, ^' fhould be greater 

< 

Koa-fiog Eytvelo . «^^a n tro^ia n ev aula) aa-a n to Ses, J^ o >oyogo cpyi®" 
w!k aEi crufjL'Tra^ay aula . 3<o in fy ^ta XoXofimog vgofiflH sTu hsyd. 
Lib. 2. p. 82. 

* Ita aeternum ei principium pater eft. — Videtur igituV 
principii hie nomine, beatus evangelifta patreip fignificare. 
In John. cap. I » Opera, vol. I. p. 6oo. . 

«*than 
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^^ than man, is true indeed, but no great 
" matter. For what is there extraordinary 
•* in God being greater than a man*." 

I now proceed to recite other arguments 
in fupport of the trinitarian do6trine, in 
the order of the books of fcripture from 
which they are derived. Theophilus fays, 
that the three days which preceded the 
•* light/' (meaning the creation of the fun) 
&c. ** are types of the trinity, of God, his 
•' logos, and his wifdom. The fourth," 
he fays, " is the type of man, who wanted 
** light, that there might be God, logos, 
*• wifdom, man ; wherefore on the fourth 
** day lights were produced -f-." 

The plural number, in which God is re- 
prefented as fpeaking, was foon laid hold 
of as a proof of the plurality of perfons in 
the trinity. Tertullian fays, " Does this 

• A>iXov di TO jiAeifov /aev iti rn; ailtag^ to 3e ktov t>j? ^i^ewj, ^ 
Tislo WTO 'moT^rig euyvu/jLoaimi OfMohjoynfMEv rifAEi;* — To yaf Sri X£7f w, olt 
m HoDx Tov av^^uTToyi vcufJLBva fxei^av^ cxT^n^e; /x£v, « fJLiya 0£ - ri yap 
$af/fJuxroVy stfjLsiiav av^^cDTra ^so;. Or. 36. p. 5 82. 

•j* Q-aaJlcog )y ai T^£i; Yiixz^ai rcov ^urn^cov yeyovouiai^ tvttoi stciv 
'm; Tf laSbf, Ts ^£!j, j^ Tn "Nr/iL exvla^ ^y tyi^ co^ta; aula . Tzlafn Ss rvTroi 
ffiv ay^^aTni 'sif ocrJenj ra (p(Jlog% iva n Scoj, >^you o'o^iccj ocv^^uTTOf 
Sia Ts?o Hai m jslafri >v^£f<» iyEm^<70(v fwDifj;, Lib. 2. p. 106 

*^ numb' 
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*/ number of trinity fcandalize you, as if 
** they were not connected in fimple unity? 
** I afk, how could one perfon only fpeak 
** in the plural number, and fay, let us 
*' make^man in our likenefs *.'* To this 
argument Auftin adds, *^ Had not the threb 
^* perfons been one, it would have been 
** faid, Let us makp man in our images^ not 
*Mn OMv image -f.^* Bafil of Sileucia has 
the fame thought J.. 

Michael Glycas, with great ingenuity, 
difcovers that all the three, perfons were 
employed in ' the creation of man. •' Who," 
fays h^ *' faid. Let us make man ? The 
" father. Who took the duft of the 

* Si te adhuc numerus fcandalizat trinitatis, quad non 
connexas iif unitate fimplici, ihterrogo quomodo unicus et 
fingularis pluraliter loquitur ? Faciamus hominem ad ima- 
gtnem et fimilitudinem noftram. Ad Praxeam^ (t&.. 12^ 
pJ 506. 

f Si vero in illis tribus psrfonis tres cfTent intdligendse 
td credendae fubftantise, non diceretur ad imaginem nos- 
trum, fed ad imagines noilras. De Fide, Ad Pel. cap. i. 
Opeia, Tol. 3« p. 21 1. 

X Tfuiot pts9 tfi/fam rw «WWar, fMca h ttncvct rrig rftc^ 
yxa^X^^ • i< ^£ M<^ f% rf toB^ d f ubow, ftia rw r^m vTroroffwv n 
ftmg . TO 7!Af roAp iHf a^o; n tttg wmo^ erilm miprflei^ Or. I* 
Openu p. 5. 

Vol. II. Dd «' ground 
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" ground for that purpofe ? The Son, And 
*' who breathed into him the breath of life? 
•' The Holy Spirit*/' 

Auftin's veneration for the number Jix 

m 

was mentioned before. He confidered the 
creation of the world in fix days as a proof 
of the ttinity y for Jix^ fays he, is tmce 
three -f-. This will be thought fufEcifently 
far fetched ; but what then ihall we fay to 
Cyril of Alexandria, who found a repre- 
fentation of the trinity in the dimenfions 
of the ark of Noah J. 

C'jjv 'y uio; . ivx ysv fjot ro ^ssYtUfxa to ayiov ex»jSl^m fcuviilcu T»f t» 

Annales, pars i. p. 69. 

t Queft. 65. Opera, vol. 4. p. 684. 

X Afpice ergo quaefo, quemadmodum in trecentis cubi- 
tis, quod arcae longitudinem efle affignavimus, perfeftio 
fanftae trinitatis confecratur. Quod autem, ut formula 
dixerim, deltas, quae in unitate perfpicitur, perfe<Slio fit 
perfc£lionum ex latitudine arcs, quae ad quinquaginta fe 
cubitos extcndit, latiflime patet, Quinquagenarius etenim 
Humerus, feptem fepties 4i6bus, unitate quoque conjun£ta, 
conficitur. Quia unam quidem deitatis naturam efle ad — 
ierimus. Altitudo etiam ipfius areas nil aliud profedo^ 
quam mentem ipfam miriiice nobis fuggerit. In xlecimun^ 

enioB 
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That it was Chrift who fpake to the Pa- 
triarchs,, was agreed by all the Fathers from 
- the time of Juftin Martyr ; and the proof 
of it lay in this circumftance, that the perfon 
vsrho appeared is called God ; but fince the 
fupreme God is inviJiMe, there muft have 
leen another perfon intitled to that appel- 
lation ; as we have feen in the extrafts from 
juftin himfelf. I fhall in this place add 
Ibme paiFages to this purpofe from other 

writers. 

Tertullian, having obferved that God 
the Father is invifible, and yet that God 
was in fome fenfe vifible to the patriarchs, 
infers that it muft have been the Son who 
appeared to them. *' He muft, therefore/' 
he fays, ** be another perfon who was feen. 
'* For he who was feen cannot be invifible. 
•^ It therefore follows, that we iuppofc the 
V Father to be invifible on account of the 
*• plenitude of his majefty, but the Son to 

enim tertium cubitorum numenim perficitur. Tfiginta 
cnim cubitorum, inquit, altitudinem ejus fades : et in cu- 
bitum unum confumtnabis earn. Sanda enim trinitas in 
tres hypoftafes triumque perfonarum differentias quum ex- 
tendatur, in unam deitatis naturam quodammodo contra- 
hitur. In Gen. 3. Opera, vol. i. p. 17. 

D d 2 "be 
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** be vlfiblc, as being derived from him. 
•• As thbugh we cannot fee the fun him- 
•* fcif, we can bear hiss beams, as a tem,- 
«• pered portion of him, extending to the 

*» earth*/' 

^' Mofes," fays Novatian, •' every where 
«* introduces God the Father as immenfe, 
«* and without end, not confined to place, 
«* but including all fpace, nOt one who is 
'* in place, but rather in whom all place is, 
** comprehending and embracing all things; 
** fothat he can neither afcend npr defcend. 
*' For he contains and fills all things ; ahd 
■ •• yet he introduces a God defcendiftg to 
** the tower which the fons of men built +.'* 

* Jam ergo alius erit qui videbatur, quia non poteft 
idem invifibilis dcfiniri, qur videbatur, et confequens erit, 
ut invifibilcm patrem intelligamus, pro plenitudine majef- 
tatis ; vifibilcm vero filium iignofcatnus, pro modulo dtri* 
v^tionis: ficutnec folem nobis conwmplari licet, quantuift' 
ajd ipfam fubftantice fummam quae eft in coelis ; radium 
autcm ejus toleramus oculis pro temperatura portionis qua 
in terraltl inde porrlgitur. Ad Praxeam, feft. 14. p. 508. 

f Quid fi idem Moyfcs ubique intrdducit deum patrefti 

immenfum atque fine fin'c, non qui loco cludatur, fed qui 

omnem locum cludat : nee eum qui in loco fit, fed potius 

in quo omnis locus fit ; omnia continentem et cun£la com- 

plcxum, ut raerito heC defcendat nee afccndat, qiioniarfi 

ipfe 
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Auftia fuppofed, that the three men who 
appeared to Abraham either were, pr repre- 
sented the trinity. ^* The two who went 
^* to Sodom mufta'* he fays, " have been the 
*' Son and the Spirit, becaufe they are Aid to 
** have been f^nt^ which the Fj^theris riever 
«* fidd to be */' As it might be Qbje<Sed 
that the Father could not become vifibl^t he. 
fiiySt '* Why may not the Father be under* 
" ftood to have appeared to Abraham anci 
" Mofcs, and to whom ho ple^fed, and a$ 
*' he plcafed, by means of a changeable m^ 
** vifible creature, when he in himfelf re- 
.<* maincd invifible and unchangeable •!•." 

ipfe omnia et continet ^t impleit ; et tano^n ni|bik)minus 
iatrodu^it P^um 46rceo49ntefii ac) turriin, qu^ei ^difica.- 
bant iiUi boipinuip. Cap. 17. p« 6a» 

* $04 quas 4u^ perfon^s bic tnteUigimus; an patris cc 
fiUi, aa p^ris et fpirttli^ fao^i, »n fiUi et fpiritus fandi. 
{i^ forte CQngruex)tius quo4 yitifnym ^ ; ipiflos enim fe 
4iX«rmt, quod de gUo e( fpiritu &n£to dieimu^. Kam 
patrem miffum imfqu^m f^riptur^ mim ootitigk occumt. 
De Trinitatei Ub. ^. cap* iq. Opera, vol, 3. p, 3^7;^. 

t Si ergo Deus pater locutus eft ad primM.ni faocoi* 
nem. Cur pon jam ipfe intelligatur app^ruiflfe AbralwP 
et ^oyfi et quibue voluit, et quemadipodiim volviit per 
fubje£tani fibi comfnutabilem a(que vifibilem creaturam« 
cum ipfe in feipib atque in fubftaiui^ fua qua eft^ incom- 
mutabilis atque invifibilis maneat. Ibid. p. 269. 

D d 3 He 
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He fays, with refpedl: to all thefc ap- 
pearances, " they may either be thofe of 
" the whole trinity, which is God, or of 
'* each of the; perfons, according to the 
** circumftances *." 

Glycas fays, that the trinity was received 
by Abraham, and chearfully partook of the 
entertainment provided for them-f-.- He 
adds, that, according to the opinion of Cy- 
ril, if was the Father that remained With 

» 

Abraham, becaufe he judges no man ; and 
that they were the Son and Spirit that were 

* Jam enim quaefitum atque tradlatam eft, in illis an- 
tiquis corporalibus formis et vifis non tantummodo pa- 
trem, nee tantummodo filium, nee tantummodo fpiritum 
fen£lum apparuiffe, fed autem indifFerenter dominum deum 
qui trinitas ipfa intelligitur, aut quamlibit ex trinitate per- 
fonam,'quam leftionis textus indiciis circumftantibus fig- 
nificarct. De Trinitate, lib. 3. cap. i. vol. 3. p. 281. 

•f* Koi roffiilov aTThu; ^i>^o^evo; w, coj ;!^ avlnv rnv ayiav t^ioJJx 

ifjfjpofrl^M. Avo 5e toi; To^ofioi; eTTEpoihitrav, ah ya^ 'siakpx^tvu 
a^sva . ^a<rav Se ttjv Kpia-iv JcJiyKe t« ww, xala tuv (pavmf ai% th 
HupiH (rwov%; ^vciHa;^ yj t8 ayi^ ^m/wfjuxlo^. 07i 3e viog ^ to 
^snuvyM sm XoSo/Aa ETTo^euovlo^ j^ )j tou ASpouxfi ^ma Cot^a^ 'aar 
f ira, na^aTTt^ fieya; ^yktiv A^avacrio; . ti (m\ ya^ viog )C to 
fmEVfJLOL wav^ hk av tco ^ea ^ 'sialpi awskalMlo, oli 5e (Twtuo&rtHoy 
SVi^ov £x T8 'BTE^i Ts^wv, ulu^eyeiv. Annales, pars 2. p. 132. 

fent 
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fcnt to Sodom, was the opinion of the great 
Athanafius, becaufe no others could have 
been afleffors with him. 

Juftin Martyr imagined, that Chrift was 
fighified by the ferpent in the wildernefs ; 
and even thought that Plato had got a hint 
of the fame thing from the fcriptures, but 
did not rightly underftand it *.'' 

Chryfoftom finds a proof of the trinity 
in the blefling pronounced by Mofes : The 
Lord blefs thee and keep thee, the Lord lift up 
the light of his countenance upon thee and blefs 
thee; the Lord I ft up the light of his counte- 
nance upon thee, and give thee peace^ ■ -^ 
*^ Here,'* (ays he, ^'is the holy trinity 
*' clearly celebrated "f-." The foundation 
of this argument could only be, that God 
is mentioned three times in this form of 
bcnediftion," 

§»/fB inmoi rvjTov 2ivm rau^a^ ct>^^ %\aunuL vmra^^ tuv fjJkt tow 
vgiohv ^eovfuvafMv ksxickt^ou evro 'sravlieiTre, Apol. i« p. 87. 

•i" £t/9u>7n0'f( ere xugiogf x) ft/Ks^si (te, eTTi^avsi xugio; to la^oa-avajf 
aula BTi <n }^ euXoynjirei ff€ * fxa^i xv^iof TO/a^oaaTToy aula tm a^y 
1^ ion 0*01 ci^Yjyny. O^a ttv aytov t^iaSa iiOL^^w cuw/JvafXEm* 

Ser. 5. Opera, vol. 6. p» 73« 

D d 4 Eufebius 
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Eufcbius (ays, that " when Jacob is call- 
•• cd the Lord's portion, Chrift is intend* 
*'cd*." 

If any one text be decifive in proof of 
there being only one God, it is that of Mofes, 
Hear 9 O I/rael, the Lord thy God is one Lord*, 
and yet becaufe the word Lord, or God, 
occurs three times in it, this alfo has been 
preffcd into thefervice of the trinity. Auftin, 
after repeating the text, fays, ** in this we 
»* are not to underftand the Father only, 
*' but the Father, Son, and Spirit f/' 

I find no more arguments or illuftrations 
of the doftrine of the trinity from the Old 
Tcftament, till we come to the book of 

* Toulo fiVfYifiov TO ysyirdv, 'srpoJIo^ ^ed^oym MaoTig ev aroffn^oii 

xj eyewYjSn fM^tg xvpm ^^aogavla lotfuo^ 3ia thIuv ytof 

p^iTOv f^sv rov avcJIaSa^ ^ btti isouri^ ^ov rcov oT^v ovo/jia^ei» Ki/^iw 
?£ rov Tsia ^o7or, rov J« »^ i^Evls^ug r\yLw fjJla ruv oT^v rov ^£0V xupia' 
^yiifjt£vov, Demonft. lib. 4. cap. 7. p. 156. 

+ Toto corde retinc, patrem Deum, filium Deum, et 
fpirituni fanftum Deum, Id eft fandara atque inefFabilem 
trinitatem unum effe naturaliter Deum, de quo in Deute- 
ronomio dicit : audi Ifrael Deus, Deus tuus, Deus unus 
eft, Et, Deum, Deum tuum, adorabis, et illi foli fervies, 
pe Fide, ^d Pat. Opera, vol. 3. p. 210. 

Pfalms ; 
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Pfalms ; but here J find a great number, 
^erom fays, that, " the tree planted by the 
^* river of water^in the firft pfalrti, is wif. 
**dom, and that wifdopi is Chrift*.'* Am^ 
brofe fays, that '• Chrift is, the giant to 
♦' mn a race +/' 

Some of thefe interpretations may be fup»< 
pof^d to be nothing more than an allegoriz* 
Ing of fcripture, and a play of imagination ; 
but when the Fathers argue from thofe texts 
in which the logos is mentibned^ they were 
certainly very fcrious. The logos muft be 
Chrift. Thus Eufebius makes Chrift tO 
be thq maker of the world, in Pf. xx^iii. 6t 

* Lignum autem* cui vir beatus comparatur, fapien- 
tiam putoi de qua et Salomon loquitur : Lignum vitse eft 
his qui fequuntur earn. Sapientia autem per apoftoluoi 
Chrifius Dei iiliu^ declaratur* In Pf. 1* Opera, vol. 7. 

t ChriSus eft Dei fllius, et fempiternus ex patr^* ct ns'* 
tii8 ex virgine. Quern quafi gigahtem Can^s David pro^ 
pheta defcriblt, €o quod biforqais ^minaeque nature unus 
fit confers divinitatis et corporis, qui tanquam fponfus pro* 
cedent de thakmo fuo, exultavk tanquam gigas ad cur- 
rendam viam. InPf. 19. De Incamatione, cap. 5, Opera, 
vol. 4. p. 290^ 

By 
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By the word of the Lord were the heavens 
made*. 

On the fame principle, Pf. xlv. i. Afy 
heart is throwing out ^ good word logos, was, 
by almofl all the Fathers^ interpreted of the 
eternal^ Father generating the Son from 
himfelf. But there is an exception in Bafil, 
who fays, that ** it refers to the prophe^t.*^ 

Eufebius alfo was of opinion, that it was 
not the Father, in Pf, xliv, i . who wa's fpeak- 
ing of his heart throwing out the logos, but 
that it was the prophetic perion who was 
fpeaking, becaufe what follows does not 
feem to agree to the Father :|:. , 

cvofjuxli^ (py\(Ti . T« ?u)7« Kvpia oi apowoi srepEa^o'av^ vov rm WTTcxviuf 
ivifu8^y iKcv Aoyov Sfs, thIqv .mv(P'n(M}(ra^ rav rpoTTov, Prepa ratio. 
p. 320. 

■f* T.^pev^cOo 7) fcap^ta fMV Xoyov aya^ov. rjSrj fxsf rtveg aiY^,(T(xif 
at 'sipo(TU7ni Ts 'SJolpo; ^^yea^ai taula^ 'ssspi ts £v apx^n ovlog ispo; oat- 
TQV "N/^Qif^ av vc tr\g oiovei ua^^tag Jtf aulmrm <r«Xayxvftjir, ^airi^ 'arporj- 
yays, ^ cffffo aya^g xap^iag aya^og T^yyog 'ZDrporjX^^. tfjun ?£ Sbxs 
touIa £Ti TO TTpo^nlucov avoUfiBpEa^cu nffpoaoJTroy* In PC 44 » 
Opera, vol i. p. 216. 

J EfMi h ioKEi ravla Em to Trpofrjl xov ava^Ep^au vpoaaTTov ' tjc 
yap E^ Shn; rnpyjlii hheIi Ofioiug E^ofjLaT^iEi >v^v tw 'srepi m '^alpog 
tbr/vffiv. Montfaucon's Colledlio, vol. i. p. 186. 

In 
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In Pf. li. 10, 11. We read Create in me a 

dean heart, O God, and renew a right fpirit 

^within me. Caji me not away from thy pre^ 

^ence, and take not thy holy fpirit from me. 

** In this/' «^ays Origen, *^ we have the 

. «* Father, Son, and Spirit ; the Father be- 

" ing the principal fpirit'' (as the firft verfe 

was rendered in Greeky "the Son the right 

'* fpirit, and the Holy fpirit being exprefily 

•^ mentioned in the laft' place*." 

Pope Gregory fays, that ^' David taught 
*^ the Dodtrine of the trinity in Pf, Ixvii. 
*' God be merciful to us, and blefsMs'^.'* But 
this (hadow of an argument can only be 
feeh in the Latin tranflation, as given by 
himfelf, in which the name of God occurs 

* 

three times. 

* O 78V Aa^iS^ £v TO ^i^cOifMi m; eiofjtjoxoyno'eo); 'srs^t nllajv rcav 
fovsufAcSuv oulei rev 'scile^a hsym . 'smvficdi nyepuivuta) rfipiov f/£ 
*svevfjia iu^Si eyuatviffov ev roii; iyftaloi; /m^ 9^ to Wfsvfia ro ayiov as 
yaMx!\oarB>ang avo e/m, riva ra r^ia 'srvBt/fjtala raaHa } to nysfju)vou» 
vah^, TO swSff oxfifipj, ^ TO *ffvsvfAa TO ayiov. In Jcr, Hom^ 
8. Comment, vol. i. p. 95. 

f David quippe ut authorem omnium Deum in trinU 
tate oftenderet, dixit : benedicat nos Deus Dcus ndfter, 
}}enedicat nos Deus. In Job. cap. 28. Opera, p. 174. B. 

Auftin 
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Auftin proves that Cbfift wrought mi- 
rtcle3 before he was born of Mary, from JPf* 
cxxxvi* 4. *' Who did them," fays he, ** hut 
** he of whom it is faid, who only doth great 
M marvels*.^* 

Eufebius, interpreting Pf, Ivii.* 3. God 
ftnt forth his mercy and his truths fays; 
*« What can the mercy and the truth that is 
«^ fent from God be, but the logos of God, 
** concerning which it is faid, He fent 
^^ forth his word and healed them, and de^ 
*• Hvered them out of their defiruSiions. - The 
•« fame is alfo called a lights and is faid to 
^' be fent^ in that pfalm, in which it iaid 
*^ fend forth thy light and thy truths they 
*^ Jhall guide me. But the light, and the 
** truth, and the word, fent from the moft 
** high God cannot want ejfence or fnb^ 
** Jlance ', for a thing without fubftance 
^* cannot h^fent. For owv logos ^ confifting 
** of fyllables, and words, and names, and 

•\ Miracula enim et nondum natus de Maria fecit. Quis 
enim unquam fecit, nifi ipfe de quo di<9vm eft, qui facit 
mirabilia magna folus ? In Pf. xc. Opera, vol. 8. p. 
999. 

*' pronounced 
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** pronounced by the tongue, and the voice, 

** h not f)ropefly and truly logos *.** 

• In his commentary on Pf.Ixxxii. i. he fays, 

** Left any one fhould be difturbed on ac- 

*^ count of the .monarchy y hearing that the 

** Chrift of God is called God, he prb^ 

^* bably afterwards makes mention of many 

*^ Oodsy with ccnfure, but exhorts not to 

*' decline giving the title of God to the 

" Son of God. For if the princes of the 

** nation, who had bad charafters, were 

" tailed gods, what danger can there be in 

** calling the man who is at the right hand 

^^ of God, and the Son of man who is 

•* ifaade ftrong, a Godf ^'' 

-f- E^o( 3k n) a>y^iict tl^aTtou^soiAzvn n^ ov sm, >} d ts Sex ur^ 

<in^t 8 V^yilo * ^a^tTii>s tqv ^oyov oa^a. /^ loffoilo oajlag^ j^ eppuacilo 

aybtf fli rw itaf^uv otiUm * o 3^' eujlQg ofMUDs t^ ^ag airotiyo^ofjm^ 

agiSou sy r» foffno^i -^ai^^im f |asror£i^ to f a^ an t^rfpf cO^^tim 

cnj aula fjL£ oiYuncra . fug is t^ a)oi&&a J^ Koy®- a^oriAAoyMMc 

9apa nm v^^tm Ses, nfc avisa-ia ah awTTordla, — "— O y^ ufjiSeoog 

hoyog «v, m/f^^aig xj fv^iMffi }y ovofian tijv imoraa-tv e^^i ^ Si<% 

yhurrki xj fomg c^s/avof, mc av y^x»^iy\ Ku^mg «j OM^ng ^^ayog. 

Montfaucon's Golledio, vol. i, p. 249. 

* Kof (yxag yon TOpoLy^in Tig tig tw ^e^i fiovacxtag ?^oyov^ ^sor 
« 
OHSanf rov xp^nv *t7s csh^ eucolag t^ 'stXeiovj:^ ^Eng ovofia(£i ts; iia 

'TOW tingMakryo^afievog, fiofovax^ 'SfapofcsxsuofjLEvog fm aTTowEiv ^^ rov 

mov T8 $£8 Sew aTOKO^^iv . « ^a^ 01 ^laQa^^Jopusm ts thai a^xpvleg 
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Gregory Nyflen fays, that If. xlviii. My 
band has made all things, means the Son*. 
In If xlviii. i6* We reaci, The Lord God, 
and his Spirit has fent me. ** This," fays 
Theodorct, '^ plainly fliows that there is 
^'another perfon bcfides God, to confute 
•* the Jews and Sabelliansf/' The three 
holys in If. vi. 3. are frequently mentioned 
as fignifying the three perfons in the tri- 
nity, as by AmbrofeJ. 

So much was it taken for granted that the 
logos was to be underftood of Cbriji, that 
Origen fays, " What is the word (logos) 
** that came from the Lord, whether to 
** Jeremiah, to Ifaiah, to Ezekicl, or to any 
*' other, but that which was in the bc- 
*• ginning with God. I know no other 
" word of the Lord, but that which the 
" evangeiift fpake of, when he faid. In the 
" beginning was the word, and the word 

♦ Contra Eunomium 6. Opera, vol. 2. p. igt. 

CA^*osSi w/iiir ^vravd-a ilif9V iJ'ii^s «-«pa t« 0^g» '»'p»ff"«;Tcf 

Opera, vol. a. p. iii. 

J De Fide lib. 2. cap. 4. Opera, vol. 4. p. 141. 

M *'W 
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*' was with God, and the word was God*/' 
The word that came to Hofea, is alfo in- 
terpreted of Chrilt, by Jerom-)-. 

Auftin, after urging many arguments 
againft Photinus, concludes with what he 
fays is alone fufficient, if he be in his right 
ftiind, viz. this from Jer. xvii. 5. Curfed is 
the man that trujieth in man\. But this 
is, perhaps rather applying a maxima than 
urging ^ particular text, as referring ori- 
ginally to Chrift. 

Laftly, Cyprian fays that, the *^ three 
" hours of prayer obferved by the three 

• T/; ^tfp er/J' Kayfii yivoiiiv©* vct^a. Kvptis, uTi ^fo^ 

Koyov ;ti/pi», « T^ov 'srsp/ i? UfXiKiv o ivetyyiKmi^ . to ^v a^X^ 
m Koyoi, )y o Koyoi m ^§o^ rov ^ur, J^ ^io^ nv o Aeyo^, 
Comment, in Jer. vol. i. p. 102. 

+ Opera, vol. 5. p. 35. 

t Male di£lum plane legis Photinus evadere non poteft, 
quia fpem fuam habet in Chrifto, quern tantum hominem 
dicit, cum legat, malediftus homo qui fpem habet in ho- 
mine. Apoftolus autem fciens Chriftum deum, ideo et 
in praerenti et in futuro fpem effe in eo ait. Queft. ex N. 
T. 91. Opera, vol. 4. p. 763. 

Vol. 11. Ee ♦» who 
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" who were ftrong in faith, and the three 
*^ out of the fire/' meaning thofe who 
were caft into the fiery furnace in Daniel^ 
" were emblems of the trinity *• 
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SECTION II. 

Arguments for the Divinity of Chrijlfrom the 

New Tejlament. 

\X7 HEN the idea of the Divinity o 

Chrift was once formed from the prin- 
ciples of Platonifm, it was not difficult t(r 
imagine that it was likewife the doftrinc 
of the fctiptures ; and that there were paf- 
fages in the New Teftament no lefs fa- 
vourable to it, than thofe above recited 
from the Old ; though all the books were 

* In or^tionibus vero cekbrandis invenimus obfervaffe 
cum Daniele tres pueros in fide fortes, et in captivitate vic- 
tores; horam, fextam, nonam, facramento fcilicet trini- 
tatis : quae in noviflimis temporibus manlfeftari habebat. 
Mam et prima hora in tertiam veniens, confummatum nu- 
merum trinitatis oftendit. Opera, p. 154. 

in 
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in the hands of the common people, for 
whofe ufe they were particularly calculate 
ed, and tBey faw no fuch doftrine in it. 

The great argument for the divinity of 
Chrift from the New Teftament was, that 
** though Chrift appeared to be a man by 
*^ his infirmities, he appeared to be a god 
** by his works," as it is expreffed by No*- 
vatian*. And yet our Saviour himfelf al- 
ways afcribes his miraculous works to his 
Father, and never to himfelf; and the peo- 
ple who faw thofe works were not led by 
them to fufpedt that he was any thing more 
than a man ; for we only read, that when they 
weremoft ftruck with them, they wondered 
that God had given fuch power unto man. 
Eufebius likewife alledges the fpread of 
the gofpel, and its overturning heathcnifm, 
as a proof of the divinity of Chrift; But by 
the fame kind of argument he might have 
proved the divinity of Mofes. 

The two ftyles in which our Saviour 
fpeaks of himfelf were obferved by Origcn, 

* Ut homo ex infirmitatibus comprobetur ; probatio 
divinitatis in illo collegia ex virtutibus illuc proficiet, uC 
etiam deus ex operibus adferatur. Cap. 1 1. p. 33. 

£e 2 and 
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and were confidered by him, as they are by 
the orthodox to this very day, as proofs, the 
one of his perfed: humanity, and the others 
of his proper divinity. *' Jefus,^' fays he, 
'* fometimes fpeaks as the firft born of all 
** the creation, as when he fays, — I am the 
** wayy the truth y and the life ; and fome- 
*' times as a m^n^ as when he i^iys, you feek to 
*' kill vie, a inan who has told you the truth *J^ 
The author of a treatife afcribed to Atha- 
nafius, produces thirty arguments to prov( 
that Chrift cannot be a mere man; the chiefs 
of which are thefe : *' He that was fub- 
** jedt to death cannot take away death* 
*' No man has glory from eternity ; but 
*' Chrift had. Chrift was finlefs, but no 
*^ man is fo. The flefli of no man is 
'* from heaven, but the flefti of Chrift is. A 
*' man adtuated by God, is not God ; but 
'' Chrift is Godf." A better reafon than 

At r^loti 'mn^dLThviOic^J* ai /g tk koCi^ c!iv%i' PonfJLiV}! etyd-^a'Tnc 
a^ v; Ttf . Klvv /s (x^ l^rfjifl^ ct^o}C]incLt ctvd-^eoTov oi itiv ctKli' 
^ii'j.v vu.tv xiKctK\]y.cL. Ad Celfum, lib. 2. p. y^. 
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any of thefe is given by Auftin, who fays, 
that " no man was ever greater than Solo- 
** mon, but Chrift was fo *.*' Ambrofe 
gives a curious reafon why the father of Jefus 
fhould be a carpenter : *' It was/' he fays, 
*• to fignify, that Chrift was the fon of the 
** maker of all things -f-" 

<r« Xp<r«^« — TLetf etydfcoTOf vtto ^avaJoV, KeuaJ^tf vto dfitf *- 
rov ay, KctTdL^ya ^dVA\o9. Opera, vol. 2. p. 248. 

♦ Salomoni cum fapientiam a Deo poftulaffet, refponfum 
a domino eft : Ecce dedi tibi,inquit corfapiens ct prudens, 
quale noil fuit ante te, et poft te non exurget vir fimilis 
tibi. Quid dicemus, verum eft quod promifit Deus ? Imo 
verum eft. Nemo ergo hominum fimilis erit Salomoni. 
Et quid videbit de Chrifto, qui inter caetera, regina, inquit, 
auftri venit ab ultimis terrae audire fapientiam Salomonisf 
ct ecce plus Salomone hie. Nunc elige cui credas Pho- 
tine, deo an Chrifto, patri an filio ? Si patri credis arguis 
filium : fi filiocredis, accufas patrem. Si enim homo tan« 
turn eft Chriftus fruftra fe prxpofuit Salomoni contra pro- 
miffum Dei, Qyeftiones, Ex. T. J. Opera, vol. 4. p. 

763- 

t Non alienum etiaiji videtur ut qua ratione fabrum 

patrem habuerit, declaremus. Hoc enim typo eum pa^- 
trem fibi effe demonftrat qui fabricator omnium condidit 
mundum, juxta quod fcriptum eft, in principio fecit deus 
coelum et terram. In Luc. 3. Opera, vol. 2. p. 42* 

E c 3 It 
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It is the gofpel of John that has always 
furnifhed the greateft number of proofs of 
the divinity of Chrift, though it is remark- 
able that,, in none of the gofpels are there 
more evident proofs of his proper humanity* 
But of thefe no account was made, becaufe 
they were only confidered as proving what 
was never denied, viz. that Chrift had hu^ 
man nature. Epiphanius proves the divi- 
nity of Chrift from the Father being called 
the light 9 and the Son the true light ^.-^ 
John the Baptift faid, After me cometh a 
man^ who was before me. *' Here/' fays 
^* Theodoret, both the humanity and the 
*' divinity of Chrift are taught -f-.'' 

That it was Chrift who fpake both in 
the prophets and in theT gofpel, Ambrofc 

• Kfiti opct /xc/ im ray yfa,(pcov etKfiCitetv* er/ [jl^v yct^ ^et* 

hiytiv* Ancoratus, S. 3. Opera, vol 2. p» 8, 

ttvfipy Of iyL'TT^oa^iv />t» yzyoviv^ ot/ ^^aTo^ //» «y. kcili to i? 
nF^offcoTov J'it^eti aiJL(poTi^A Ts3'Ji;te, xtft/ Tet^net, kcu ta ay- 
^fecTTivA, Av^^coTtvov iiiv yAf, iy to, etywp jy To,sp;)^g7«w • ^Uov 

J^i TO OT/ 'BTpiDTO? yLM f\V» A/^' oy,et}g UK A'^QV OlS'l TOV OlTl^Of if 

yoiJivoy, KAi akkov tov ^fo avtis ovta. Epill. B^. Opera, 
vol. 4.^p* 1149* ^d.Hals. 

proves 
4 
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proves from our Saviour's own words, ^' in 

" foretelling the gofpel by Ifaiah, I who 

j *' fpake am prefcnt. (If, 54. John 16.) 

i. e. I am prefent in the gofpel, who 

fpake in the law */' 

What John reprefents our Saviour as fay- 
ing, / and my Father are one^ and which had 
been urged by the Sabellians againft thofe 
who were then deemcpd'drthodox, was now 
moft ftrenuoufly urged by the orthodox, in 
a more advanced ftate of the controverfy, as 
a clear proof of Chrift. having proper divi- 
nity as well as the Father ; and at the fame 
time, that they did not make two Gods. 

Origen, interpreting this text, obferves, 
that the Father and Son are two hypo- 
** ftafes, but one in unanimity, harmony, 
^^ and will f." 

• Atque ut fcias imperator Augufte, Chriftum effe qui lo- 
quutus eft et in propheta et in evangelip, tanquam in prae- 
deftinatione evangelii per Efaiam dicit : Ipfe qui loquebar 
adfum : hoc eft, adfum in evangelic, qui loquebar in lege* 
De Fide, lib. 2. cap. 3. Opera, vol. 4. p. 134. 

rtIV AKnd-UcLV, QVTdL «ft/OT» VTrOTOffit ^fetyfJLaTdLy IV S% Tin O^Q- 

yoia,KajtTfi avi^pmid^ kcu rn rAVTOTtfjt tv ^»A»/it«7@'. Coa» 
tra Celfum, lib* 8. pt 386. 

E e 4 This 
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This text is urged by Novatian* ; but Hi- 
lary makes it to be heretical to interpret this 
text to mean unity of confent, or harmony, 
and not famenefs of nature -f*. Ambrofe re- 
fines upon it, taking notice, that our Savi- 
our places himfelf before his Father, *' left 
** it fliould be imagined that he was infe- 
** rior to him; whereas it could not be 
«^ fuppofed that the Father was inferior t 
*^ the Son J." But what is more extraorcJi- 

• Si homo tantummodo Chriftus ; quid eft, quod ait» 
ego et pater unum fumus ? quomodo enim ego et pater" 
unum fumus, fi non et deus eft et filius ? qui idcirco ununx 
poteft did dum ex ipfo eft, et dum filius ejus eft, et dum 
ex ipfo nafcitur, dum ex ipfo proceffifle repcritur, per 
quod et dcus eft. Cap. 15. p. 52. 

+ Haec igitur quiahaerctici negare non poflunt, quippe 
cum fmt tam abfolute di£ta atque intellefta : tamen ftuliif- 
fimo impietatis fuae mendacio negando corrumpunt. Id 
enim quod ait, ego et pater unum fumus, tentant ad unani- 

mitatis referre confenfum, ut voluntatis in his unitas fit, non 
naturse ; ia eft, ut non per id quod idem funt, fed per id 
quod idem volunt, unum funt. De Trinit. lib. '8, 
p, 162- 1 

X Pujchre etiam illud praemifit, ego et pater. Nam fi 
patrem praemififlet, tu minoremfilium judicares : fed prae- 
jnifit filium, quem non convenit crcdi patre fuperiorem, 
Hexameron, lib. 6. cap. 7. Opera, vol. i. p. 94. 

nar^ 
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nary than even this, advantage is taken by 
Bafil of Chrift faying, My Father is greater 
than I. ** It is^'* fays he, ** a proof that 
** they are both of the fame nature becaufc 
" things of a different nature are not fo 
*' compared*/* 

Eufebius retained fomething of the old 
ideas on this fubjed, when he faid that the 
Father and Son are one by a communication 
of the glory vsrhich he imparted to his dif- 
ciples. For thus they alfo might be ad- 
mitted into this unity -f-. 

I fhall now proceed to note a few proofs 
of the divinity of Chrift from the apoftolic 
epiftjes. Paul is fuppofed to fay, that 
Chrift was God over all blejfed for ever, 
Rom. ix, 5. This is obferved by Nova- 

fr^a 7a a%(xpiTa fclKrfAdJx^Tars'Brovepii yemifjLala , syuht^ at tatSki 
TYi; ^oavngj ro ofjLoajiov bivsu tov uiov ra ^alpi iriTina^M *iffe^ireufta • 
vag ya^ avyupiasig otSa xu^iatg ejri twv tvis auing fv^icog ytvo/ASvag . 
ayyeT^ov yap ayyeKa >£yofjLBv fisiiovx, 9^ ovSpoTrov av^paTra hiatolspov^ 
xj fsflmov WWa rax^^pov . a roivuv ai avy^ipia-eig s^ri rav ofAou^uv 71- 
. vovlai, * fjLsiiav h xala awnpunv eipnilai 'srothp m vihj ofMnnog ra 
*Bcilpt vio;, Epift. 141. Opera, vol. 3. p. i6j. 

•f* Ouloog 2v £v eicriv *sra%f j^ wof, nala mv xotvemav mg Sbfef, 
yif Toig aula (jta^aig yMo^iing tjj; auhfig em^Boag^ xj ayhg r^iHf Eq. 
Theol. lib, 3. cap. ig. p. ig^. 

tian^ 
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tian, cap. 13. p. 43. and many others. Gre- 
gory the Great fays, that " Paul alludes to 
♦* the trinity, in Rom. xi. of him ^ and by 
^ him^ and in him^ are all things */' 

Both Eufebius and Jerom quote Gal. i. 12. 
/ received not my doSlrine from many as a 
proof that Chrift, from whom he did re- 
ceive his gofpel, was more than man f.'* 

Eph. iv. 10. He that.defcended^ is the fame 
alfo that afcendedj is urged by Jerom againft 
Ebion and Photinus J. Laftantius proves 

* Paulus quoque ut operationem fanflac trmitatis often- 
deret, ait : ex ipfo et per ipfum, et in ipfo funt omnia, 
atque ut unitatem ejufdem trinitatis Intimaret, protinus 
addidit. Ipfi gloria in fecula feculorum, amen. In Job. 
cap. 28. Opera, p. 174. B 

+ Kcu ■'Sj'patuv, 7oii cLVToii iKiyiVy ortfTO ivetfyeKloV //», 

4(^0;, Inffni XP'^°^ '3r<*p/r«. Contra Marcel, lib. i. p. 7. 

•Ex hoc loco Ebionis et Fotini dogma conteritur: 
quod deus fit Chriftus, et non tantum homo. Jerom in 
Gal. cap. I. Opera, vol. 6. p. 122. 
: X Hie locus adverfum Ebionem et Fotinum vel maxime 
facit. Si enim ipfe eft afcendens in coelos, qui de coelis 
ante defcenderat, quomodo dominus nofter Jefus Chriftus 

non ante Madam eft, fed poft Mariam. In Eph. cap. 4* 
Opera, vol. 6. p. 178. 

that 
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that Chrift is both God and man, from his 
being called the mediator between' God and , 
man *. Origen applies to Chrift, Rev. i. 11. 
/ am the beginning and the endf. Chry- 
foftom proves that Chrift is equal to the 
Father from Chrift's faying, / and my Fa^ 
ther will come and take up. our abode with 
him. ** Did ever/' he fays, *^ a deputy fay 
" concerning his king, / and my; king givfi 
^y orders %:" 

• 

* Unde ilium Graeci ftfcnrw vocant 5 ut hominem per- 
ducere ad deum pofTet, id eft, ad immortalitatem : quia fi 
deus tantutn fuiffet (ut fupra^ didum eft) exempla virtutis 
homini prxbere non poflet ; fi homo tantum, non pofiet 
homines ad juftitiam cogere, niii au£toritas, ac virtus ho- 
mine major accederet. Inftit. lib. 4; fcfl:. 25. Opera, 
p. 430. 
: f Comment, vol. 2. p. 19. 

p ^ttffiKiVi J'iATctffff'o[Aa4* Sen 4. Operai vol* 6* p. 35* 
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SECTION III. 

Anfwers to ObjeSlions. 

'TpHE reader will be pleafed to fee in 
what manner • the orthodox Fathers 
replied to the principal objeftions made to 
their doctrine by the heretics of that early 
age ; and therefore, bcfides what may be 
colle<9:ed to this purpofe from other parts 
of this work, I fliall in this place fubjoin a 
few other paffages. 

One of the principal objeftions to the 
divinity of Chrift was his being fo fre- 
quently called a man. But, befides its be- 
ing allowed that ,he was a man as well as 
God, which they fay fufficiently juftifies 
the language, the author of the Commen- 
tary on Matthew, which has been afcribed 
to Chryfoftom, fays, that '* God the Father 
** being called a man in our Saviour's pa- 
<« rable, fhows that Chrift being called a 
** man is no objeftion to his being God*." 

* Homo rex dicitur deus pater, qui nunquam liuma- 
nam fufcepit formam: ut intelligamus quia nomen homi- 
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Another formidable objection to the new 
dodrine of the divinity of Chrift was, that 
the Father is called t&e one God. But 
Auftin fays, '* when Chrift is called the 
** one Lord, the lordfhip of the Father is 
*' not denied ; fo when the Father is called 
^\ the oae God, the deity of the Son is not 
*' denied." , Ambrofe had faid the fame 
before him*. 

Our Saviour fays concerning the Father, 
that he only is goody declining the appel- 
lation as applied to himfelf. But, fays 
Athanafius, " our Saviour faid that God 
** only was good, becaufe the perfon he 
** was fpeaking to confidered him as a 
*^ man+." Hilary alfo fays, '' Chrift would 

nis praejudicium non facit divinae fuse naturae. In Matt. 
22. Horn. 41. Opera, vol. 7. p. 919. 

* Sicut enim unum dicendo dominum Jefum Chriftum 
patrem dominum non negavit ; ita unum dicendo deum 
patrem, aeque a deitatis veritate nee filium feparavit. £x- 
pofuio Fidei, Opera, voL 5. p» 514. 

it (Mm ^loi • ffWA^tdfJitia'Af iAVTov iJLirct ray Ay'd-pe^iraf, 

KA7A Tm CCL^KA TiSTO g/TTfi, 'STpO^ TOV yuP TK ^^OCT^h^OVTOf 

AvrtD , iKiivos yA^ AVpf>6)'7rov avtov ivayn^i ^jlovov x) » -S^eoK, 
1^ 7\i7ov £^H Toy VHy n A7roK^i(rii • €/ fjLiy ya^ AV^pcoTroy^ 
fW^/, vof/^il^uf iiijKAi K d-iof, iJLfi i/.i hiyi uyA'^oy u yA^, 
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•« not have l^fufed the appellation of good, 
*« if it had been offered to him as God */' 
But Auftin is not content to reply to this 
as an objection ; he ufes it as an argument 
in proof of the trinity. ** Our Saviour," 
fays he, ** did not fay there is none good 
** but the Father J but there is none good 
** but one, that is God ; including him- 
** felf, and the Holy Spirit, as well as the 
** Father "f-/' This obfervation occurs fe* 
vcral times in the works of Auftin. 

The orthodox laid great ftrefs on Chrift's 
being called the Son of God ^ as implying 
that he was of the fame nature with God 
the Father, and therefore that he w^s pro- 
perly God of God. To this the unita- 
rians replied, that good men are frequently 
called the fons of God, as well as Chrift. 

//flt^SfS/ av^pc-jTiitj <pv(Tii To etycA^oVy aKKa ^ico, De Hu- 
mana Nacura, Opera, vol. i. p. 599, 

* Non refpuit bonitatis nomen, fi fibi hoc tantum deo . 
deputaretur. Lib. 9. p. 197. 

f Ideo non ait nemo bonus nifi folus pater, fed nemo 

bonus nifi folus deus ; in patris enim nomine ipfe per fe 

pater pronunciatur, in dei vero et ipfe et filius et fpiri- 

. tus fandlus, quia trinitas unus deus. De Trinitate, lib. 5: 

cap. 8. Opera, vol. 3. p. 320. 

But 
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But the univerfal anfwer to this objeiSlion 
was that of Jerom ; *' Chrift is the Son of 
V God by nature, but we by adoption*/' 

It was alledged by the unitarians, as a 
proof that Chrift was inferior to the Fa-^ 
ther, that he is faid to have been fent by 
him, as if he was fubje<9: to his authority. 
But Ambrofe fays, " the perfoa fent is not 
** always inferior to him that fends him % 
*^ for then Chrift would be inferior to Pi- 
" late, who fent him to Herod "f*/' To 
this Gennadius adds, that ^^ an angel was 
^^ fent by Tobiah:}:/' 

To come forth from the Father might be 
interpreted to mean nothing more than 
htingfent by the Father, as other prophets- 
were. But Hilary, taking advantage of the 
literal meaning of the word^ fays, *' To 
** come from .the Father, and to come out 

♦ Et ille qurdem natura filius eft, nos yero adoptione.' 
In Eph. cap. I* Opera, vol. 6. p. 162. 

t Efto tamen, minor fit qui mittitur, eo a quo mittitur^ 
ergo et Pilato minorChriftus, quoniam Pilatus mifit eum ad 
Herodem. De Fide, lib. 5. cap. 3. Opera, vol. 4. p. 19 !• 

X Sicut legimus angelum cffe miflum a Tobia, et Ghrif- 
tus miflus eft a Pilato ad Herodem. Bib. Pat. vol. 5. p» 

445- 
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•* of God, do not mean the fame things. 
•* They differ as much as to be born, and 
'« to be prefent ; fince the one is to comt 
** from God in his nativity, and the other 
♦* to come from the Father into the world, 
** for the falvation of men*/* 

The unitarians always laid great flreft on. 
Chrift's calling the Father the one true God. 
What anfwer Tertullian made to this ob* 

r 

jedtion we have feen already, viz. that thi 
one God was the original title of the Fathei 
before he. had a Son, and therefore, that his^ 
having a Son could not deprive him of it. 
But the general anfwer was that of £pi* 
phanius, viz. ** that the Father is called the: 
** one true God, in oppofition to the gods 
** of the heathens f." On this fubjeft Jerom 
farther obferves, that ** Chrift is alfo called 

* A patre enim venifTc, et a deo exifle, non eft fignifi- 
cationis cjurclem ; et quantum intcreft inter nafci et adefle 
tantum a fe uterque fermo difccrnitur ; cum aliudfit a deo 
in fubftantia nativitatis cxifle, aliud fit a patre in hunc mun- 
dum, ad confummanda falutis noflrae facramenta, veniffe. 
Lib. 6. p. ii8. 

J^iSaheofj-ivoi, ivA ui) 'zr:h\f^itA ip nutv lit w. ScA* 2. Ope- 
ja, vol. 2. p. 7' 

*'the 



Chap. XI. Dodtrine of the Trinity. , 433, 

** the true God, i John v. IFe are in him 
•♦ that is true, this is the true God, and eternal 
life^."' But Auftin even proves the divinity 
of Chrift from this text. For he fays, it 
ought to be read, *• that they may knovir 
•' thee, and Jefus Chrift whom tbou haft 
'* fent, to be the true God+/* 

It was obje<fted to the doftrine of the 
divinity of Chrift that he faid, he could do 
nothing of himfelf. But Ifidore of Pelufium 
fays, that ** this intiniated not his weak-' 
** nefs^ but his ftrength, as it fhewed that 
^* he would do nothing contrary to his Fa- 
" Father'' (meaning, no doubt, that it was 
in his power*) *' as he had fallen under a 
•* fufpicion of being the antagonift of God, 
** and of appropriating glory to himfelf ;{;/' 

♦ Non fecund um erroretn Arianorum referimus ad per- 
^nam tantum dei patris de quo fcriptum eft : ut cognof-' 
cent te folum verum deum, et quem mififti Jefum Chrif- 
tum : fed ad filium, qui et ipfe varus deus eft, dicente evan- 
gelifta Johanne j ycnit filius dei et dedit nobis mentem, 
ut cognaicamus verum, et iimus in vero ' filio ejus Jeftr 
Chrifto. Ifte eft verus deus et vita aeterna. Opera, 
vol. 4. p. 219. 

t tJt haec fit fententia, te, et quem mififti Jefum Chrif- 
tum, cognofcant unum verum deum. Epift. 174. Opera, 
vol. 2. p. 785. 

' % To 70Bf , 8 iwcOoBL vioq 'SFoiEiv af>' ictiHa sSev, iSK ew^evBiav dJIa 
luftryof »» aX^a x} lAsyisw foifAnv^ oli avimhiilo; m T» svavliov Ti rw 

Vql. II. F f 'S7a7f« 
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It was objcdled to the divinity of Chrift, 
that he prayed to the Father^ as one who was 
dependent upon him. The general anfwcr 
to this objection is thus cxpreffed by Da- 
mafcenus, ** Chrift being perfonally united 
" to God, has no need of that afcent of the 
" mind to God in which prayer confifts ; 
** but having taken human nature upon 
*♦ him, he fhewed us a pattern of what wa^ 
" proper for us to do*/' ** l^\i^ glory that 
** Chrift prayed for," fays Hilary, *' was? 
"not for the word, but for the flefli-|-." 
** But Ruffinus fays, " Chrift was praying 

l^iav a'(peli^iioiA£voi 3b{av, tk7o epn, Ep. lib. 3. p. 387. 

* Oratio eft mentis ad deum afccnfus : aut eorum a 
dco poftulatio, quae poftulare convcnic. Qui ergo fie- 
bat, ut dominus in Lazari fufcitatione, ac paiTionis tem- 
pore, preces adhiberet ? Neque enim fancSa ipfius mens 
afcenfione ad deum opus habcbat, quippe quae femcl dco 
perfonalitcr unita ell'ct : ncc rurfus ci opus erat, ut quic- 
quam a deo poftularct. Unus enim Chriftus eft. Nimi- 
rum igitur id caufae erat, quod perfonam noflram fibi ad 
fcifcerct, atque id quod noftrum erat, in feipfo exprimcrct, 
fijque exemplar nobis priebcrct, nofque a deo poftulare, 
mentcfque ad cum crigcre doceret. Orthod. Fid. lib, 3. 
cap. 23. p. 426. 

f Gloria enim omnis non verbo, fed carni acquireba- 
tur. Lib. 5. p. 211. 

'' for 
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^« for his body the church, when he faid, 
*' My God, my God, why hajithouforfaken 

Our Saviour exprefsly fays that his Fa- 
ther was greater than he. But this was ge- 
nerally explained by faying, that he referred 
to his human nature only. This is the re- 
ply of Athanafius, who fays, that ** being 
** the logos of the Father, he was at.thefame 
** time equal to him+." But Epiphanius 
intimates that our Saviour faid this as a 
mere compliment to the Father, fuch as be- 
came a fon to make :};• In the Ancoratus, 
he fays,, it was to prove that Chrift was the 
genuine fon of the Father ||. 

What Paul fays concerning the fuhjeC'^ 
thn of Cbrif to the Father^ who put all things 

* Sufcepit mortem pro nobis, et nos fecit corpus fuum, 
pro quo orat ad patrem, cum dkit, deus deus meus, re- 
fpice in me, quarc me dereliquifli ? In Pf. xxi. Opsra, 
vol. 2. p. 45. 

!^§ai7roi yeyovEV (mei^u aula >,Eyu tov 'aals^a , X070J 3e w m iffcOpo^f 
itrogavlH sriv. De Humana Natura, Opera, vol, i. p, 597. 

Haer. 62^ Opera, vol. i. p. 5x6. 

II ESci ya^ a>Ji^6)g tov yvnricv movrifutv rov liuv 'ScHtMf aa 
h4n rmf^yvKaiohila. Ancoratus, Opera, vol. 2. p. 23. 

F f 2 under 
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tiller his feet (i Cor. %v. 24.) was made an 
obje^ion to the trinitarians^ as implying 
that Chrift was certainly inferior to the 
Fiither, aa4 tha^t his kingdom was to have 
au end. *> Very many," fays Hilary, " think 
** that when all things are fubjedted to 
'* him, Chrift will be fubjeft to God ; that 
^^ oq account of this fubjedion he is not 
*' Gpd V Of this difficulty many foiu- 
tians were propofed, and fome of thqn 
curious enough. 

Chryfoftom fays, that ** when Paul fpakc 
•• of the fubje<3:ion of the Son to the Fa- 
** ther, he was afraid left fome unreafonable 
** perfons fhould imagine either that the 
*' Son was greater than the Father, or that 
*' there was another unbegotten principle 
*' (af>x*i)+/' Damiani fays, that ** to deli- 
*' ver up the kingdom to God even the Fa- 
^ ther, means bringing men to contemp- 

* Plerique enim ita volunt, ut aut dum fubjeflis omni- 
bus deo fubjicitur, per conditionem fubje&ionis deus non 
fit. De Trinitate, Hb. 11. p. 282. 

/5t£f^wv eivcu Ts T? oil^g o m^^ >j {Iz^oi Tig ofx** cpy^wyiog. In i Cor. 
45, Opera, voL 9. p. 680. 

'* late 
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^* late the Father*." Gregory NylTen fays, 
that *' the fubjedion of Chrift to the Fa-^ 
•'* ther, means the fubj^dion of the body 
*• of Chrift, which is his church +/* He 
afterwards fays, *' his body is dl human 
** nature, with Which he is mixed J." This 
laft idea will receive foihe illuftratian from 
nvhat I have obfefved with fefpeiS: to the 
fuppofed ufe of the ihcarnatioft of the logos. 
However, it was the general opinion of 
the Fathers, that Chrift will not ceafe to 
reign when all things, fhili be put under 
him. Eufebius fiys, *** Chrift does not 
** ceafe to reign when he delivers the kihg- 
« dom to God the Fathet- 1|.'' Jerorti %s, 
^* Chrift will rather bfegin than ceafe to 
** reign, when his enemies fliall be put un- 

* Cum tradere regnum dco patri nihil aliud fit juxta 
fobrium intelledum, nifl p^rducere credehtes ad cdhtetn- 
]^Iandam fpeciem del patfis Epift. Bib. Pat. App. p. 485. 

"t" ILou Hlci^ u Ts aciifjuttog rals iMctyvi, aJi^ T^dai mat rn vtii 

In I Cor. XV. 28. Opera, vol. i. p, 847. 

X Xa/ja is aula, m^ag eip^ mo»aHig^ nscura r\ dv^fmrm ^» 

ciq^ D xakfjux^. Ibid. p. 849. 

II B(X(n>^w 3s role mog ts ^w, rug im auita pja-iy^wiMva; *«»• 

Xoi^m auhft^B Eo Theol. lib. 3. cap, i6. p. 187. 

F f 3 '' der 
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** der his feet */' meaning, probably, that 
all obftacles would then be removed, and 
that he would reign in peace j and in* this, 
ipany of the moderns concur with hiq:i. 

The orthodox were npt a little embar- 
raffed with Chrift's faying, that places at 
his right hand and at his left, were not his 
to give, but that they would be beftowed as 
his Father pleafed. Bafil of Seieucia fays, 
^* this is to be tmderftpod as if he had faid, 
** you are not worthy to receive it, (hew me 
f' your deferts, and then I will fhew my 
f* power*!'." To the faqie purpofe, Cyril 
of Ailexandria fays, that *' thofe places were 
** not to be given at all, but were to be the 
^* reward of merit J." 



* Num quid tamdiu regnaturus eft dominus, donee in- 
cipiant efTc inimici fub pcdibus ejus ; et poftquam illi fub 
pedibus fuerint, rcgnare defiftet, cum utique tunc magis 
regnare incipiet, cum inimici caeperint effe fub pedibus. 
Ad. Helvid. Opera, vol. 2. p. 311. 

fl aik(Te(i); n ^ojig . ^ei^ov fAOi tw ctyiv a^iavy ^ 0?£7re iry Zfiriv e|a- 
aiav. Or. 24. Opera, p. 135. 

X Non eft mcum dare : non enim certandi munera fie 
mihi propofita funt ut velim pctentibus dare quibufcunque, 

2 - fccj 
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After this fair exhibition of the dodrinc 
of the trinity from the writers of the 
age in which it was advanced ; having feen 
the abfurdity of the principles from which 
it originated, and the ftill greater abfurdities 
into which it was afterwards carried ; and 
^Ifo after feeing the wretched illuftrations, 
and miferable defences that were made of it, 
can we wonder at its being fometimes treat- 
ed with ridicule, and fometimes regarded 
with abhorrence, by the unitarians of that 
age; or that it fhould have expofed chrif- 
tianity to the derifion of unbelievers, not- 
withftanding it was originally calculated to 
gain over the more philofophicaj part of 
them. The orthodox n^ade heavy com-!- 
plaints on this fubjeift, of v^rhich ftveral 
. fpecimens have been given already. They 
particularly fay, that they did not know 
how to fpeak of Chrift without giving ^q, 
advantage to fome or other of their ad- 
yerfaries, *Vlf Chrift," fays Jerom, ** be 
*^ called a man, Ebion and Photinus take 

fed illis folum qui certando fuperabunt. Thefaurusi, lib^ 
>o. cap. 5. Opera, vol. 2. p. 300. 

Ff4 the 
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<( the adrantage ; if he be called a god, 
^* Manes and Marcion -f-/' . 

*' With rcfpca to the divinity of Chrift/' 
lays Photius, ** to acknowledge three ef- 
" fences is polytheifm, and confequentl 
'^ atheifm, a^d to aflert one hypoflafis, i 
♦* Judaifm and Sabellianifm. And Wit 
^' refpedt to his humanity, to fay there ia 
** one nature and one hypoflafis, is Mani-- 
•* chaeifm, and to fay that there arc two 
** natures and two hypoftafes, is Pauli^ 

♦•anifmt-'' 

The orthodox were charged with hold^ 

ing different opinions concerning the tri- 
nity, and a great variety of fuch opinions 
have been exhibited. Gregory Nazianzcn 
denies this, and fays, thlat ** the difference in 
*f other things, which he allows, was not fo 

* Si Chriflum fateatur hominem, Ebion, Fotinus que 
fubrepunt ; 11 deum effe contenderit : Manichacus et Mar- 
cion. In Gal. cap. i. Opera, vol. 6. p. 120. 

-f ilavrtp £wi TU5 SeoAoyiaj, jcJ to, tj «? OfXohoyeiv aaia;^ 'sc^v6to\f 

fcTw xj E'TTi T»if oiHovofJuagj TO r£ f^iav fvaiv (p^ovm xj (iiav VTO^acvf 
Mavix^ixov it) wTcaQr^ov ' xj to Ji/o fvatig, lej 5j/o i/srorocrftj, Uaur 
fwiTcav ^ /Ai^oxftrov. Epifi. p. 95. 

♦* ^reat 
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** great as their advctfaries pretended, that 
** they were in part cornpofed, and would be 
** entirely fo*." They were, however, 
no farther cornpofed t^an the authority of 
councils, and that of th6 civil powers, were 
able to do it ; and this prophecy concerning 
the total ceflation of thofe differences has 
never been fulfilled, nor is there any pro- 
fpedl that it ever will. 

From the very beginning it has been 
ktn that the orthodox were charged with 
ipaking njore gods than one. This appears 
by the apologies which all the orthodox 
writers make on this fubjeft. Among 
others, fee Novatian^f-. And this com* 

, * Ov yap vtpi SeoIjJo^ Jwe^^A^i «^* f^^ tuiaitaq ftyam^a' 

fik Trff'avyaupuraif ^m, D rw/ rtfAvaa'aaf * sJc to *9v6yfAa fjuvov auro rnf 
$»x)K ^ffictg^ £& Tov viov 'srpog to 'ovevfjicSij 7»v fjuav /Mifav^ n rof 
9l/o td; aaeSetoi . raula yof ag sv xefOKouu wtfiKoilSetv^ ra vw offct* 
TYifAoila, — A^^* tnref fJLSV ^BokOog^ cviAf^cwyav te x) avuSaivofjLSv^ 
ax vrlov n "ffpog tczuhf >» ^tSht; . (e/ ixn yarfa th% simiv) )^ ytyovofjuv: 
^— Ax^a h £ny wtf av StnvExSTV'cev . Koxag fAtv )^ ^msfi n^ow, h yof 

SMOiwie/tfftx. £70) mi fifm^ fyrvTvigy o fjuttfog m iwwn v^* 
•luiroi. Or. 13. Opera, p. 207. 

f £t imprimis illud retorquendum in iftos qui duorum 
nobis deorum controverfiam fecere praefumunt. Cap. 30* 

Pf M8f 

4 plaint 
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plaint continued till the lateft periods, and 
appears not to have been lefs after the 
council of Nice than before. Bafil fays, 
<< We are accufed of blafphemy againft 
V God */' There is extant, a whole tradt 
of Bafil's againft thofe who calumniated 
the orthodox, pn account of their wor- 
Shipping three Gods -f-. 

Gregory Nyflen complains, that he and 
his friends were^* accufed of preachi^ig 
** three Gods, that this accufation was 
** founded in the ears of the multitiude, 
*' and made to appear very plaufibje to 
" them X:\ 

In a Commentary on the book of Job, 
publifhed among the works of Origen, but 
written probably by feme Arian, we have 
heavy complaints of the. trinitarian doc- 
trine, called the herefy of three Gods, as a 

* Y/iKcO^yi-i^cx, ycx^ tw sig ^£ov ^XourfYifiiav, Epift. 79. Ope- 
ra, vol. 3. p. 140. 

+ Om. 28. Opera, vol, i. p. 534. 

n^auo^Jlal, De Trinitate, vol. Z p. ^2)* 

type 



Chap, XI. Do^rine of the Trinity. 443 

type of which the devil made three horns, 
or three bands, to plunder Job, It has, he 
fays, filled the whole world, as with dark- 
nefs *• 

The writer of the Homilies on Matthew, 
falfely afcribed to Chryfoftom, frequently 
inveighs againft the doftrine of the trinity; 
fpeaking of it as the herefy foretold by 
Chrift to overfprea4 the world, under the 
embleni of ^r/^ri" and thorns*, and alluding 
to the word trihulusy he calls it the triangular ' 
herejy'^. 

* Tria cornua fecit diabolus in typum atque figuram 
trionymae fe<Elae, triumque deorum haerefis, quae univerfum 
orbem terrae in modum tenebrarum replevit, quae patrem 
et filium et fpiritum fanftum aliquando tres colit, nonnun- 
quam unum adorat, quemadmodum Graecorum lingua 
niemoratur; triada vel homoufion. Iftam ergo trinitatis 
fe£iam et haerefim atque in fidelitatem jam olim de longe 
defignans verfutiiSmus ille diabolus tria cornua miiit ad 
Job depraedandum, fic nam que etiam nunc memo rata trio- 
nyma haerefis, praefertim praedatur atque expugnat eccle- 
fiam. Lib. i. vol. i- p. 393. 

f Et verum eft quidem, quia fpinas et tribulos omnes 
iniquos haereticos appellavit : tamen forfitan fciens domi* 
nus banc haerefim efle praevalituram prae omnibus tribulos 
eos appellavit, quafi trinitatis profeflbres, et triangulani 
impietatem in fua perfidi;* biy ulant^s. Horn. 19. p. 84.2. ' 

Noy 
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Nor Were the heathens lefs backward 
than the chriftians to upbraid the orthodox 
Fathers with their own polytheifm, while 
they pretended to reclaim them from theirs. 
The heathens, according to Chryfoftom, 
would fay to them, " Who is this Father, 
'« who is this Son, or this Holy Spirit ? 
** Do not you make three Gods, while you 
** accufe us of polytheifm * ?'* 

In ridicule of the chriftian doftrine of 
the trinity, one of the fpeakers in Lucian's 
Philopatris^ bidding the other to fwear ** by 
** the Supreme God, by the Son of the Fa- 
** ther, and by the Spirit proceeding from 
** the Father, one out of three, and three 
**'out of one, and to confider it as being Ju* 
** piter /' the other anfwers, *' You make 
•* me have recourfe to numeration, and give 
"me an arithmetical oath -r- 1 know not 
«* what you fay, one three ^ and three one'f.*' 

* Av Toivuv B^ai 7tg e^Xuvwv ti; "srole es-tv nlog o 'ssahjf ; Tig 3e o vtogi 
fi^ ?£ TO 'srvsiz/xa 7o aryiov ; tj 'arwj Xj VfiQg 7^£ig hsyovleg Scaj n/juv 
rpia>£iii 'uio>ijhiav. In Jolin I. Opera, vol.8, p. Qi* 
. i ILai Tivct eTTOfxoffOjfjLai yf ; T^i . tM^^ifAehvla ^eov^ fieyav^ afiQ^olov^ 
a^aviujva, vm "ssal^og, m/EVfjLa ik 's^aJ^og BKTrofevofjtEvov, bv BKTPtuv, jd 
f| mg T^ia Tauia vof^i^e, Zrjva rov^ nyts ^bov. K^i . a^tO/ABBivf« 
iid'aamg^ jy o^nog w apQ . fx^liKn . ^ ya^ a^iOixseig ug T^i)ioyLaxog oys^ 

fa(rmg. 
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Julian, who had himfelf been educated 
a chriftian, and was acquainted with the 
fcriptures, charges the orthodox with grofsly 
mifreprefenting them, in order to make out 
their favourite doArine of the divinity of 
Chrift. To (hew in what light he con- 
fidered their condud, I fhall quote feve- 
ral paflages from his writings. ** Mofes/* 
he fays, " taught one only God, and faid, 
*^ that he had many fons, to whom the 
*^ countries were diftributed; but.no only 
*^ begotten Son, no God the logos, fuch as 
** you afterwards falfely fubftituted. This he 
** neither knew from the firft, nor taught*/' 
" If he would have no one to be worfhipped, 
** why do you worfhip his Son, and one 
*' whom he* never confidered as his proper 
" Son, as I can eafily (how ; but you, I do 
" not know how, have obtruded him-j-." 

fa<rY!\fog. wt ot^yap n ^£75*5, » rpa, rgia ar. Opera, vol. %• 
p. 998. 

* Eva jy (Aovov e^ifaaits ^bov^ uiig 3k avla 'sro^Xng rag HaHanifAOi* 

^zyioig cuvleOsvloiv Se, tSe nhi jcdi a^x^^ & eii^aam fanfag^ Cy- 
ril contra Jul. fuliani, lib. 8. Opera, vol. 2. p 290. 

f Ei yof aSevflt Be^ei 'St^ocHuvEUi^M^ th ^of iv rpv uiov nlhv 'apocmih 
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He reproaches the chriftians with calling 
Jefus the logos of God *. Speaking to theni 
he fays, ** you are fo unfortunate as not to 
" abide by what was taught by the apoftles, 
*• but have added things that are worfe, 
*• and more impious to thofe that were- 
«• held before. For neither Paul, nor Mat- 
«• thew, nor Luke, nor Mark, dared to 
«* call Jefus God, but only that good man 

•'* Johnf." 

He tells them that the do6lrine of the 
divinity of Chrift is not to be found in the 
Old Teftament, Speaking of the prophecy 
of Ifaiah, ch. vii. 4, &c* he fays, *' he does 
** not fay that a virgin fliall bring forth a 
*' god, but you always call Mary the mo- 

Tii7o pa5(ijf . i//^:.'j Js. «« O'^' cSfV, V7ro'c>^y^ov auiu tu^otiOsIe- Ibid. 
lib. 5. v(;l. 2. p. i5<). 

vixiig iilc 01 '27j;7frt> i^f^'j^v £co^ccKX7LV Istadv ciEa^E %^>:;'ai Seov 7^yQV 
vTTa^X^iv. EpKI:. 51. Opera, vol. I. p. 434. 

•f Ou% h ETE ti/r^x^i^ ccfE t^B Toig uTTo TOJV a7roro>x>Jv vfjbiv ^mccpa' 
SsSb/^svci; EH./j.':iJi,svr,JiJil£^ xj ravio: h e^^ti to %£ipov ^^ ivaE^ETEPOv . vtio- 
TOJV ETriyivofMBvoov a^ii^ytzcr^Yi . tov yav h\crm »?£ Yictv'Ko(; eIoT^^ulwev eitteiv 
Btov, iPiB Mjc'/d^i©" hIe AnKa;^ hIe Map©- • a^X x^^^^i Icaawiif, 
mahofHEv'^ rJVj 'src?^ TnM^^ EccT^Kog ev 'ssoTO^aii; tuv ex;.>iw5wv xj 
IraXjwItobv '^Ero^£wv vtto r^ulr.g f^n; voas. Cyril contra Jul. lib. 
10. Juliani, Opera, vol. 2. p. 327. 

'' ther 
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'* ther of God. Where does he fay that- 
'* he who (hall be born of a virgin, fhall 
«* be the only begotten fon of God, the 
" firft born of all creation ? As to what is 
" faid by John, all things were made by bim^ 
•* and. without bim was not any thing made 
*^ that was made^ can any per-fon jQiew this 
** in the prophets ? But attend to what I 
" can {hew out of them. O Lord God 
" poflefs us,, we know no other befides 
** thee. King Hezekiah is reprefented by 
*' them as praying, O Lord God of Ifrael, 
** who fittcft upon the cherubim, thou 
*' art God alone. He leaves no room for 
*« any other*." 

From this paflage it is evident that Ju- 
lian underftood the fcriptures much better 
than the orthodox Fathers. But he was 

* M>3< ^eov p>i<nv ac twj nsa^^prm rsx^wsa-^ai ; ^eoIokov 3e vfjLsig " 
u 'zrai/w^f Ma^iav Ka>^1egt n fjLYi 'zara pr]a-i rov &t rng ^a^^evn ycv- 
vftj/AEvov viov Sf« fAOvoyein) ijj 'jspaloJoKOv fssacryi; Kliczag ; oX^a to >.syQ- 
fxevov VTTO IcoawH • ^siavJa 3i avla Byevelo^ )y %cyf r^ ocvhi EymJo «3e f», 

aulav vcsivav sing czkheIs, Ku^is o ^sog nfjuov hlncrM rtfiaq^ Bnlog oh 
a>^ov UK oi^Ofiev . *s:E7ron^au & *mezp aulojv y^ "E^Exiocg o fictui^^ug 
ivxofAEVog . Ki/f<e o ^sog la^exnK o HodnfJtevgg STTt rw x^(^^% o^'^i 
^Eog fjLovog . fjoilt ra isvlE^ca 'xcSa>£i7rei ^w^ay. Cyril contra 
Julianum, lib. 8. Julian!, Opera, vol. 2. p. 262. 

acq^uainted 
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acquainted with Photinus^ and therefore^ 
muft have known that all the chriftians 
were not fuch ahfurd interpreters of the 
fcriptures, or fuch favourers of poly theifm. 
But the public reproaches of chriftianity, 
! muft always fall on the moft conjpicuous pro- 
fefibrs of it, and thofe who, in confe- 
quence of having the countenance of go* 
vernment, will always be the moft nu- 
merous. And while the abfurd polytheifm, 
the rife and progrefs of which I have de- 
fcribed, had this great advantage, it fet at 
equal defiance the indignation of the op- 
prefled unitarians, and the fneers of the un- 
believing heathens. 

After what has been exhibited in this 
work, we cannot wonder at the complaint 
of Ruffinus, who fays, *^ the Pagans are 
«* wont to objedt to us that our religion, 
" being deficient in reafon, confifts in the 
*' mere force of believing^." 

Having given fo much attention to the 
doftrine of th^rinity; having traced it 
from its rife ; having followed it through 

* Pagani nobis objicere folent quod religio noftra, quia 
rationibus deficit, in fob credendi perfuafione, confiflat. 
In Symbol- p. i/i* 

all 
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all its variations, and feen what its original 
advocates were able to fay in its defence, 
I {^xall in the next place invite my reader 
to give the fame impartial attention to the 
hiftory of the ancient unitarians. This, 
however, will be attended with the melan- 
choly refledtion, that while the greateft and 
moft alarming of all errors kept taking 
deeper root, and flouriftied under the pro- 
ted:ion of the wifdom and power of the 
world, the fimple truth of the gofpel was 
almoft confined to the unleal-ned, who were 
firft defpifed, and then cruelly perfecuted, 
till, iia the age of ignorance, barbarity, and 
antichriftian tyranny, that overfpread the 
chriftian world, it was nearly exterminated.. 
A vigorous feed, however, remained alive, 
the fcriptures which taught that dodrine 
were not loft, and in more favourable cir- 
cumftances (prepoffefled as the minds of. 
men were in favour of extraneous dodtrines) 
they came to be better underftood; an4 
then the firft, the greateft, and the cleareft 
of all religious truths began to be per- 
ceived. Its advocates are now inereafing 
Vol. II. G g every 
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every day ; fo as to give us the glorious 
profpe£t of unitarianifm being in time, the 
belief of all the chriilian world. And this, 
we doubt not, will be followed by a ftill 
more glorious event, that of the whole 
world becoming chriftian. 



END OF THE SECOND VOLUME. 
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